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Comments from participants in REM sessions
The process helped to communicate the impact of the coalition to new audiences and 
led to a renewed commitment to public education based on the successful cultural 
shifts observed from past efforts.
Member of the Pierce-St. Croix County CARES Coalition
REM seems to be a particularly effective tool in documenting initiatives that are of 
a grassroots or organic nature and where the actions and outcomes are planned 
along the way rather than being a known goal at the onset. Additionally, the process 
itself creates a deliverable, a picture of the community’s work together. This tangible 
product seems to validate the community’s work and also spur new ideas and energy.
Team member for the Turning the Tide on Poverty Project
I was inspired and empowered by the reaction of the REM facilitator – two times we 
made her cry because of the impacts we had accomplished. The smallest stories 
became a thread for others in the room—telling stories and details they would not 
have known. . . .
Horizons community member 
Now that we have all of this information, it’s already been useful for talking to 
prospective donors for our capital campaign—it has become much more than just 
a building.
Member of the Chewelah Arts Guild
REM does a great job acknowledging and honoring the accomplishments of existing 
urban agriculture activities, showing how the roots of projects connect with new 
projects to form a healthy roadmap for growing the community into the future.
REM facilitator for the Ramsey County Extension Master Gardener program
REM is a positive and inclusive process, inviting community members to discuss 
successes and accomplishments. Using REM at two points in time allows participants 
to see how their efforts have unfolded over time and can refocus and reenergize 
participants around their progress.
Facilitator of the Healthy Communities Partnership 
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INTRODUCTION
I am pleased to introduce the second volume of the Program Evaluation Series, 
an occasional publication of the Minnesota Evaluation Studies Institute (MESI), 
which has its home in the Department of Organizational Leadership, Policy, 
and Development at the University of Minnesota. Owing to the lengthy history 
of its evaluation training programs (extending back to the late 1960s when 
the field originated), the University of Minnesota has a strong reputation for 
evaluation, both nationally and internationally. For over two decades, MESI has 
sponsored exceptional professional development on program evaluation and 
provided graduate students hands-on opportunities to hone their skills on 
evaluation projects in a variety of organizations. This new endeavor, the Pro-
gram Evaluation Series, seeks to broaden the number of people who can ben-
efit from MESI activities by providing high quality, up-to-date, and extremely 
affordable materials on critical developments in the field. 
Why now? There are three reasons we are launching the e-book series at 
this time: 
• As the field of evaluation continues to grow around the world, it 
increasingly relies on on-line electronic materials to keep people 
up-to-date. The benefit of a series of e-books is clear since these books 
can be downloaded and re-produced for only the cost of the printing or 
formally printed for a nominal fee. 
• The practice of program evaluation is a growing activity internationally, 
and the number of novice evaluators and people conducting 
evaluations who do not consider themselves professional evaluators is 
expanding. Knowing that only a small number of colleagues nationally 
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and globally are able to attend trainings in person, this series of e-books 
will enable MESI to provide useful materials to a broader array of 
individuals engaged in the field.
• An e-book series provides a vehicle for dispersing innovative evaluation 
content stemming both from academic settings like universities and, 
equally important, from the world of practice, including the multiple 
communities in which evaluators ply their trade. Practicing evaluators, 
many of whom write weekly or monthly blogs, routinely develop 
materials that they would like to share widely. The Program Evaluation 
Series provides a mechanism for such dissemination.
We hope you find this publication of value to your evaluation practice and 
sincerely invite your feedback (mesi@umn.edu) and suggestions for addi-
tional volumes.
Jean A. King, PhD
Director, MESI
PS: Each volume in the Program Evaluation Series will include one example of 
a signature MESI product: A top-ten list that compares program evaluation to 
something else. These lists are created collaboratively at our Spring Training 
each year and highlight the fact that evaluation really can be fun.
xixi
INTRODUCTION TO THE REM E-BOOK
A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping is the second volume in the Minnesota 
Evaluation Studies Institute’s Program Evaluation Series. Lead editor Scott 
Chazdon, a regular presenter at MESI Spring Trainings, was a prime mover in 
discussions that ultimately led to the e-book series. Ripple Effects Mapping is a 
group participatory evaluation method that engages program and community 
stakeholders to retrospectively and visually map the chain of effects resulting 
from a program or complex collaboration. In this volume, Chazdon and Exten-
sion colleagues in several states, all of whom are experienced with Ripple 
Effects Mapping (REM), provide a hands-on guide for this innovative approach 
to community outcomes measurement. Topics include the origins of REM, its 
grounding theory, practical how-to’s, thirteen examples, and specific tools to 
facilitate the process. At a time when community-based programs more than 
ever need to document what happens as a result of their activities, REM pro-
vides a collaborative and cost-effective means for community members—even 
including those not engaged in a specific program—to detail program out-
comes. As the book’s conclusion explains, the REM process ultimately may hold 
the potential for personal, field, organizational, and community transformation. 
 xii 
1PART I
The Origins of Ripple  
Effects Mapping
Debra A. Hansen
Each time a man stands up for an ideal, or acts to improve the lot 
of others, or strikes out against injustice, he sends forth a tiny ripple 
of hope, and crossing each other from a million different centers of 
energy and daring those ripples build a current which can sweep 
down the mightiest walls of oppression and resistance.
Robert Kennedy, 1966
People who work to effect lasting and positive change can lose hope that they 
are making the kind of difference they hope for, especially when a large group 
of people is involved in a change effort or when a project is long-term and 
complex. When external funding is involved, increasing calls to understand 
and report impacts of such work add pressure.
Ripple Effects Mapping (REM) emerged as a distinctively powerful tool to help 
build community awareness and meet an ever-intensifying evaluation chal-
lenge. REM’s evolution was convergent, emerging from two separate efforts 
that the following section will describe: the Community Capitals Framework 
(CCF) evaluation (Emery, 2008), and the evaluation of the Horizons Program 
(2008, Washington State University, University of Idaho, and North Dakota 
State). Its creators designed this participatory group process to document 
the results of program efforts within complex, real-life settings. Ripple Effects 
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Mapping uses its core elements to engage program participants and other 
community stakeholders to reflect upon and visually map intended and 
unintended changes. The REM process documents impacts and offers a way 
to celebrate and re-energize program participants. REM is comparatively 
straightforward, cost-effective, and, most importantly, has the potential to 
generate momentum toward meeting future group, organizational, and com-
munity goals.
Experience has shown that REM is engaging and interactive; it is iterative and 
conclusive; and it is adaptable to unique contexts. This promising method for 
conducting impact evaluation engages program and community stakehold-
ers to map the “performance story” of a program or collaboration retrospec-
tively and visually (Mayne, 1999; Baker, Calvert, Emery, Enfield, & Williams, 2011). 
REM employs four core elements: (1) appreciative inquiry, (2) a participatory 
approach, (3) interactive group interviewing and reflection, and (4) “radiant 
thinking” (also known as mind mapping). At each stage, qualitative and quan-
titative data collection and analysis techniques are available for use. Since its 
inception, the process has been tested in programs across the United States.
1. The Intersection of Capitals Origin
On one path in its evolution, ripple mapping emerged as an extension of the 
Community Capitals Framework. This framework employs seven indicators of 
a community’s “capital:” natural, cultural, human, social, political, financial, and 
built capitals. (See the “Tools” section of this monograph, 164, for a one-page 
description and examples of the Community Capital Framework for REM). 
On this path in REM’s evolution, ripple mapping originated as a way to study 
how using assets in one capital could build assets in others. The first maps 
focused on tracing how increases in social capital could lead to increased 
assets in other capitals. From there, people used REM to answer two questions: 
“How has our work made a difference?” and “How is the world different as a 
result of our work?” Using the capitals to frame the map ensured that par-
ticipants thought deeply about how their “pebble” in the community pond 
affected other elements. Diagramming capitals in this way also helped unin-
tended consequences surface, and guaranteed that key elements of the ripple 
effect would not be missed. Developers presented ripple mapping at several 
Community Capitals Institutes where they further refined the process and for-
mulated data analysis strategies.
Early in its history, this approach determined the impact of a small investment 
from the Lumina Foundation Project, focused on strengthening capacity in 
community and tribal colleges (Emery, 2008). Importantly, the use of ripple 
mapping on this project helped clarify and refine the three levels of change 
it helps identify. According to this process, an impact that occurs only in the 
first ripple represents a transactional change—an isolated transaction that 
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may not lead to additional changes. Impacts that cross two ripples indicate 
a transitional change affecting other elements in the same process or pro-
gram. Ripples across three levels of change indicate transformational change—
change that makes a difference in policy, institutional practice, or everyday 
thinking and acting. Ripple mapping revealed that, with adequate resources 
and coaching, the Lumina-supported project led to transformational change 
in most of the locations.
Community Development Extension Program leaders in the North Central 
Regional Center for Rural Development (NCRCRD) used ripple mapping to 
help them determine the impact of Community Economic Development 
programming on items such as volunteer hours, business development, and 
community capacity building across states. The Kellogg-funded community 
entrepreneurship program in Nebraska and the Community Progress Initiative 
in Wisconsin advanced this initial approach to mapping in evaluations.
Elsewhere, Extension staff used REM with young 4-H participants to demon-
strate the value of engaging youth in reflecting on the results of their 
Natural
Capital
Human
Capital
Built 
Capital
Financial
Capital
Social
Capital
Healthy Ecosystem
Vital Economy
Social Well-Being
Political
Capital
Cultural
Capital
figure i.1  The Community Capitals Framework (Flora and Flora, 2008) 
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community-focused work and to explore metrics for demonstrating the 
impact of 4-H on its participants and the surrounding community. One com-
ment illustrates the power of engaging young people in this process: “Mom! 
Mom! You won’t believe what we have done!” 
2. The Horizons Program Origin
A different approach to REM developed separately in work on a longitu-
dinal impact analysis of Horizons, an 18-month community-based program 
designed to strengthen community leadership and subsequently reduce pov-
erty (2008, Washington State University, University of Idaho, and North Dakota 
State). As part of this ripple mapping effort, participants from Horizon commu-
nities shared their individual stories from Horizons communities; stories were 
then coded to the CCF. This approach, piloted in Washington, Idaho, and North 
Dakota Horizons communities, involved minor process variations across states, 
but each employed maps to illustrate accomplishments to community mem-
bers and to increase enthusiasm for action. This iteration of ripple mapping 
emerged from a central question: How do you evaluate the impacts of a pro-
gram that lasts so long and has multiple players and several different activities? 
After mapping the stories through a participatory group activity, facilitators 
digitized the data in mind-mapping software, exported it to a spreadsheet, 
and coded it to the CCF. This display and data analysis process allowed Exten-
sion faculty and participants to observe trends in capital growth within and 
across communities and among the three states.
The Horizons grant funder used traditional evaluation methods to paint pro-
gram outcomes with a broad brush, gauging impacts across the seven states 
participating in all three phases of Horizons. Extension faculty in Idaho, North 
Dakota, and Washington participating in the project sought richer data from 
Horizons communities in their own states, and saw mind mapping techniques 
and the CCF as promising approaches toward that end. Ripple mapping, as 
they conceived and used it, allowed these faculty members to achieve their 
initial goals and to conduct a longitudinal analysis with the many Horizons 
communities continuing their work after the grant funding ended. 
Two Beginnings—One Valuable Tool
These two paths have now merged to advance one powerful, adaptable tool 
for documenting the results of programs. The authors who developed the core 
ingredients of Ripple Effects Mapping collectively wish to help readers create 
their own versions of REM on their way to discovering future detailed stories 
and program outcomes.
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PART II
The Core Ingredients  
of Ripple Effects Mapping
Scott Chazdon and Samantha Langan
Because Ripple Effects Mapping (REM) is an emerging approach, it is important 
at this early stage of development to clarify which elements of the method 
are truly core and indispensable and which are more flexible and adaptable 
based on the evaluation context. To use a recipe metaphor, if REM were like 
bread, there would be key ingredients–flour, yeast, water, salt–without which 
our product would not likely be known as bread. Other ingredients—raisins or 
seeds, for example—are optional additions.
There are four core elements or ingredients in Ripple Effects Mapping:
1. Appreciative Inquiry
2. A Participatory Approach
3. Interactive Group Interviewing and Reflection
4. Radiant Thinking (Mind Mapping)
In this chapter we describe these core elements as well as the reasons that 
each is key to REM. At the conclusion of this chapter, we compare REM to three 
other emerging impact approaches that share REM’s “respectful attention to 
context” (Greene, 1994:538), yet lack some of the core elements that make REM 
unique: Outcome Mapping, Outcome Harvesting, and Most Significant Change. 
The examples later in this book provide a range of additional elements or ingre-
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dients, to continue the cooking metaphor, that allow the basic recipe of REM to 
be seasoned and adjusted to a variety of evaluation contexts. 
Core Ingredient 1:  
Appreciative Inquiry
Ripple Effects Mapping sessions begin with participants interviewing each other 
using a series of Appreciative Inquiry questions. Coghlan et al. (2003) describe 
Appreciative Inquiry (AI) as “a process that inquires into, identifies, and fur-
ther develops the best of what is in organizations in order to create a better 
future” (p. 5). 
AI emerged along with social constructivist thought in the social sciences 
(see Berger and Luckmann, 1966, for a classic statement on the constructiv-
ist approach), and the notion that social reality is not only an objective set 
of forces that limit and constrain human action, but is also actively created 
or constructed by people creating meaning and acting together. Working at 
the Cleveland Clinic, Cooperrider and Srivastva (1987) first wrote of AI as a tool 
for understanding organizations based on life-giving factors, in contrast to 
deficiency-based approaches that focused on what went wrong. In a later pub-
lication, Cooperrider and Whitney (1999) described AI as the following:
The cooperative search for the best in people, their organizations, and 
the world around them. It involves systematic discovery of what gives 
a system “life” when it is most effective and capable in economic, 
ecological, and human terms. AI involves the art and practice of asking 
questions that strengthen a system’s capacity to heighten positive 
potential. It mobilizes inquiry through crafting an “unconditional 
positive question” often involving hundreds or sometimes thousands of 
people. (p. 247)
A key influence in the development of AI was a paper by Gergen (1978) on gen-
erative theory, which argued that “the most important thing social science can 
do is give us new ways to think about social structures and institutions that lead 
to new options for action” (cited in Bushe, 2007, p. 1). The intention of AI is to 
generate new possibilities and transform organizations. 
One of the common misunderstandings of AI is that it only focuses on the pos-
itive, bordering on being Pollyannaish, yet this notion of generative knowledge 
is not the same as positive knowledge. As Bushe argues, “A focus on the positive 
is useful for AI but it’s not the purpose” (Busche, 2007, p. 4). The point of AI is 
not to create a biased focus on the positive as much as to create the oppor-
tunity for a group to uncover what could be (Busche, 2012, emphasis added). 
For evaluators charged with making judgments about the merits of a program, 
a purely positive perspective is seldom the goal. Instead, creating generative 
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energy around a program and its future can be a clear goal of evaluation efforts, 
especially those aligned with a more developmental approach. 
AI is well suited for creating generative energy, especially if used early during a 
group process. It is often important to bring in critical, even negative reflections 
on a program during the REM process, but only after a group has come together 
to create generative energy at the beginning of the session. In our experience, 
conversations about negative consequences of programs can also be genera-
tive, as long as the discussion maintains the overall goal of moving towards a 
desired future. 
The most common model for conducting AI is known as the 4-D model, 
including questions that guide participants through the stages of Discovery, 
Dream, Design, and Destiny. The first stage of this process, Discovery, involves 
participants interviewing each other and sharing stories about some of their 
best, peak experiences with a program (Coghlan et al., 2003). With information 
from this Discovery phase, participants then flow through the Dream phase in 
which they think broadly about the desired future, the Design phase, in which 
they propose strategies that will lead to positive change, and then the final and 
ongoing Destiny phase, in which participants implement their overall visions for 
the organization.
As part of the REM session, the primary AI focus is mostly the Discovery phase, 
although aspects of the Dream, Design, and Destiny phases often emerge 
during the group conversation and certainly become part of the process as 
the completed mind map is returned to the group. During REM sessions, par-
ticipants are asked to interview each other about peak experiences, including 
successes or achievements that have resulted from a program, deepened or 
new relationships, identification of types of ripples or new opportunities that 
have emerged from those relationships, and unexpected or surprising develop-
ments that may have been triggered by the program or by relationships built 
during the program. 
Of course, the choice of which AI questions to use varies depending on the type 
and context of the programming. In a recent series of REM sessions focused 
on rural community tourism development efforts, we used the following three 
AI questions:
1. What is a highlight, achievement, or success you had based on your 
involvement with these efforts? What did this achievement lead to?
2. What new or deepened connections with others (individuals, 
community organizations, government, philanthropic) have you made 
as a result of these efforts? What did these connections lead to?
3. What unexpected things have happened as a result of your 
involvement in these efforts?
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These questions were developed in consultation with core program staff. In 
many cases, it is appropriate to engage an even broader range of program 
stakeholders in drafting and thinking through the AI questions that will be part 
of a REM session. This consideration about broader stakeholder engagement in 
the REM design process leads us to the second core ingredient of REM: its par-
ticipatory approach.
Core Ingredient 2: 
A Participatory Approach
Participatory evaluation strategies (Cousins & Chouinard, 2012; Cousins & Whit-
more, 1998; Zukoski & Luluquisen, 2002) move beyond thinking of program 
stakeholders as recipients of evaluative information and integrate program 
stakeholders actively in the evaluation process. This participatory approach 
dramatically increases the potential for evaluation results to be useful for pro-
gram stakeholders such as community-based organizations (Johnson et al, 2009; 
Patton 2012a).
The literature on participatory evaluation is closely linked to the broader litera-
ture on civic or public engagement and the notion that there is a range of depth 
for engaging the public in deliberation and decision-making processes. Arnstein 
(1969) first popularized the idea of participatory depth, and the International 
Association for Public Participation’s (IAP2) Spectrum (Figure II.1) has done so 
more recently. The IAP2 spectrum displays a continuum of engagement, with 
efforts to inform or consult with the public representing relatively low levels of 
participant control and efforts to involve, collaborate, or empower the public 
representing higher levels of participant control (International Association for 
Public Participation, 2007; Nabatchi, 2012). 
Academic debates about what constitutes participatory, collaborative, and 
empowerment evaluation (Cousins, Whitmore, & Shulha, 2013; Fetterman, 
Rodríquez-Campos, Wandersman, & Goldfarb O’Sullivan, 2014) have heightened 
awareness and sensitivity to the different types of relationships that evaluators 
can have with program staff, program participants, and other stakeholders such 
as funders, community residents, or external organizations. 
Over the years, Cousins and Whitmore (1998, 2013) developed increasingly sophis-
ticated ways of understanding what they refer to as collaborative inquiry in eval-
uation. As noted by King (2007), the Cousins and Whitmore framework provides 
three useful dimensions with which to understand and support a continuum of 
participatory evaluation practices. These dimensions, seen in Table II.1 below, are 
a) control of technical decision making, which can range from total evaluator 
control to total stakeholder control; b) diversity among stakeholders selected for 
participation, which ranges from direct program participants to a highly diverse 
group of external stakeholders; and c) depth of participation, which ranges from 
consultation to deep participation, much like the IAP2 spectrum. 
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figure ii.1  International Association for Public Participation’s (IAP2) 
Spectrum (International Association for Public Participation, 2007)
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Cousins, Whitmore, and Shulha (2013) distinguish Transformative Partici-
patory Evaluation (T-PE) from Practical Participatory Evaluation (P-PE) and 
Stakeholder-based Evaluation (SBE) based on these three dimensions (Table II.1). 
T-PE is oriented toward empowerment and self-determination for the partic-
ipating organization. It involves shared control of decision making, a highly 
diverse group of stakeholders, and deep participation. P-PE is more focused 
on practical problem solving that promotes the use of evaluation results. It 
involves shared control of decision making, somewhat less diversity among 
stakeholders, and deep participation (Cousins, Whitmore, & Shulha, 2013, p. 9). 
Stakeholder-based Evaluation is characterized by a moderate level of diversity 
among stakeholders involved with the evaluation combined with firm evaluator 
control of decision making and a more consultative approach to participation.
So where does REM stand in these various dimensions of participatory evalua-
tion? In terms of control of technical decision making, REM relies heavily on the 
expertise of the evaluator to design the two-hour group session and to facilitate 
the group process. The stages of the REM process—writing and sharing of the 
AI-based questions, peer-to-peer interviewing and group reporting, and group 
reflection to generate themes for the ripple map—are controlled by the eval-
uator, but it is not a tight control. Stakeholders, especially program staff, have 
many opportunities to influence the process, including how the AI questions are 
written, who is invited to the session, how and to whom participants are paired 
for peer-to-peer interviews, and what themes are prioritized from the data. In 
these ways, staff are considered key informants and sometimes, co-facilitators; 
while control of decision-making may lean towards the evaluator, it is some-
what balanced between the REM participants and facilitator.
taBle ii.1 Dimensions of Form in Collaborative Inquiry  
(based on Cousins, Whitmore, & Shulha, 2013)
Dimension of 
Collaborative 
Inquiry
Stakeholder-
based Evaluation
Practical 
Participatory 
Evaluation
Transformative 
Participatory 
Evaluation
Control of 
technical 
decision making
Evaluator control Shared control Shared control
Diversity of 
stakeholder 
participants
Moderate Moderate High
Depth of 
participation
Less depth—
more 
consultative
Deep Deep
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The second pole—diversity of stakeholders selected for participation—can be 
highly variable depending on how broad a reach the program is intended to 
have beyond the direct program participants. For instance, some programs may 
try to affect key stakeholder organizations, whereas others have a goal of pro-
moting change beyond those organizations to broader communities or systems. 
Given these varying contexts, it is a goal of REM to include as diverse a group of 
stakeholders as possible, including those indirectly affected by the intervention. 
It is only through this diversity of perspectives that one creates the connections 
between more direct participant insights about a program’s effects and the 
more distal insights that typically come from outside observers. 
The third pole—depth of participation—can also vary based on REM contexts, 
but this is probably the most collaborative aspect of REM. The deepest stake-
holder participation occurs when stakeholders actively participate in all aspects 
of the evaluation, from planning the evaluation, to data collection, to analysis 
and reporting. At minimum, stakeholders in REM are highly engaged in the data 
collection efforts, but they also may be heavily engaged in pre-session planning 
steps such as the identification of the core focus of the REM session and writing 
of the AI questions. Non-evaluator stakeholders may also contribute to data 
analysis, which is often an inductive process of generating themes from the 
data that flows from the AI process. The following section, on interactive group 
interviewing and reflection, explains how these data are collected. 
Core Ingredient 3: 
Interactive Group Interviewing and Reflection
Ripple Effects Mapping is a qualitative approach that relies on interactive group 
interviewing and reflection. Like other qualitative methods, a variety of practical 
and theoretical advantages are observed when implementing a REM session. For 
example, because participants use their own words to describe their experi-
ences without the facilitator making a priori assumptions, in-depth knowledge 
is gained about the participants’ backgrounds and programmatic experiences—
information that can be missed from close-ended or quantitative methods. 
Other practical implications include uncovering new and unanticipated infor-
mation about the effects of a program, which is especially useful for evaluations 
with a formative focus on program improvement, or for newer or innovative 
programs that are employing a developmental evaluation approach. A greater 
cultural understanding of phenomena is also gained when participants from 
varying backgrounds share their unique interpretations and perspectives (Ragin 
& Amoroso, 2011). Additionally, observed theoretical implications of using qual-
itative methods include better refining constructs and relationships, enhancing 
the quality of construct measurement, and developing or advancing social sci-
ence theory (Ragin & Amoroso, 2011). 
Through interactive group interviewing and reflection, REM helps generate new 
knowledge regarding the kind and extent of program impact. The facilitator 
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and participants work together to identify program effects, or ripples, that then 
become visualized through mind mapping. The following section details the 
two specific stages of this core ingredient.
stage 1: peer-to-peer interviews and reporting
REM is composed of two stages, the first being peer-to-peer interviews and 
group sharing of interview responses and the second being group reflection. 
The first stage lasts approximately 45 minutes to one hour, and is driven pri-
marily by the participants.
After coming together to engage in a REM session, participants are asked to 
divide into pairs for peer-to-peer interviews. About 10 minutes are allotted for 
the interviews, allowing each participant roughly five minutes to interview his 
or her partner. During these interviews, participants ask one another a series 
of standardized open-ended questions that the facilitator developed previously 
with stakeholder input (see examples of Appreciative Inquiry questions in the 
section beginning on 6). Participants can ask tailored follow-up questions 
for clarification of their partner’s responses, but the interviews tend to follow a 
structured versus semi-structured approach. This structured approach is ideal 
for minimizing interviewer effects and conducting a cross-sectional analysis to 
discern themes across a key set of questions (Yin, 2011). 
Because the majority of participants tend to have little to no experience con-
ducting interviews, the facilitator asks participants not to deviate from the 
interview protocol, to use active listening skills, and to take notes of their inter-
viewee’s responses. This tends to increase the rigor of the interviews, since it is 
unlikely participants would know how to effectively conduct semi-structured or 
unstructured interviews. If time allows, the facilitator may attempt to mitigate 
the limitation of having amateur interviewers collect data by leading a brief 
interview training session to demonstrate interview skills, though this is not a 
standard practice of the peer-to-peer interviewing process. Since the major-
ity of participants tend to be new to interviewing, the facilitator monitors the 
peer-to-peer interviews to answer any procedural questions that arise, as well 
as checks on pairs to make sure they are adhering to the interview protocol.
After participants complete the peer-to-peer interviewing, they come back 
together as a group to discuss their responses to the interview questions. The 
facilitator oversees this discussion to make sure no participants dominate the 
group reflection, but stakeholders still drive the focus of the conversation. Par-
ticipants share their replies to the interview questions, and can comment and 
add to others’ responses to compare and contrast lived experiences. It is the 
aim of this activity that participants build off one another’s thoughts and gen-
erate ideas collectively, leading to new insights and identification of common 
themes during the REM session. This discussion lasts about 45 minutes to one 
hour depending on the size of group and the group dynamics.
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As with any method that uses program staff to collect data, the limitations of 
peer-to-peer interviewing include lack of formal training in interviewing tech-
niques (e.g., not conveying empathic neutrality, getting off topic, wording 
open-ended questions inappropriately, etc.), concerns about confidentiality, 
threats to validity such as social desirability bias, and the use of leading ques-
tions that may elicit responses in which the interviewer has a vested interest 
(Patton, 2015; Yin, 2011). As Patton (2015, p. 427) notes, “The quality of the infor-
mation obtained during an interview is largely dependent on the interviewer,” 
and for peer-to-peer interviewing and group sharing of responses to be suc-
cessful, it is recommended that the REM facilitator provide sufficient interview 
training beforehand (e.g., role modeling how to be an active listener) as well as 
monitor the peer-to-peer interviewing and group discussion processes.
stage 2: group reflection
Following the peer-to-peer interviews and group sharing is a facilitator-led 
group discussion and reflection stage. While there are variations in how to facil-
itate this group reflection process (see Radiant Thinking section, below), the 
group process provides an important opportunity for the whole group to reflect 
on the effects of the program as well as how the effects are connected with 
one another. 
Reflection is typically thought of as a process in which individuals think about 
past events and go back over these events in their minds. REM provides an 
opportunity not only for individuals to reflect on past events, but for a group to 
collectively reflect, creating a cumulative reflection process. As noted by Moon 
(2004), reflection is working out what is already known and adding new infor-
mation. This opportunity to reflect draws out new knowledge, new meaning. 
and a higher level of understanding within a REM group. From experience, we 
have also found that REM solidifies a sense of common purpose among those 
participating in the process.
In his book The Reflective Practitioner, Schon (1983) drew an important distinc-
tion between refection-on-action and reflection-in-action. Reflection-on-action 
is retrospective and involves the thinking that goes on after the conclusion of 
an event. It can be described as the type of reflection that involves stepping 
back from a situation to examine it, almost as an outsider looking in. In the 
context of a REM session, reflection-on-action occurs when participants exam-
ine how the program affected them and their community after a program 
cycle has ended. REM participants may also reflect on the various strengths 
and challenges associated with the program. When conducted as a group, 
reflection-on-action makes it possible for individuals to identify differences in 
interpretations of past events.
Sometimes these interpretations differ slightly, and participants need to work 
to find a shared understanding of the events. This often leads to Schon’s 
 14    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
(1983) other type of reflection, which is reflection-in-action. While practitioners 
of reflection-on-action view past events from a distance, practitioners of 
reflection-in-action bring the interpretation inward, applying acquired wisdom 
from past experience to the present moment. During a REM session, for instance, 
participants may reflect on how their own perspectives change by learning 
about others’ experiences with the program. Through this process, participants 
gain greater knowledge that they can apply to current or future situations. Ulti-
mately, both reflection-on-action and reflection-in-action exhibited during a 
REM session promote movement towards shared understandings, and also gen-
erate thinking about new directions and possibilities for a program.
Lastly, one of the major benefits of REM is its focus on greater program engage-
ment. Like other evaluation methods that involve program stakeholders in data 
collection (Cousins, Whitmore, & Shula, 2014; Fetterman, Rodriguez-Campos, 
Wandersman, & O’Sullivan, 2014; King & Stevahn, 2013; Patton, 2011, 2012a), those 
participating in REM gain a deeper understanding of the program as well as 
learn how to collect and reflect on qualitative data. Additionally, after com-
pleting a REM session, participants tend to feel more engaged with the program 
and re-energized to pursue further collective action (Vitcenda, 2014). Partici-
pants often carry forward with the program’s goals and create prolonged pro-
gram impact for themselves and others (Vitcenda, 2014). The REM session thus 
acts as an intervention, helping participants learn how to think evaluatively and 
reflexively, increasing their engagement with the program, and increasing the 
program’s impact.
Most of the literature on reflection focuses on processes within individuals’ 
minds, and this intrapersonal reflection certainly occurs during a REM session, 
but there is an interpersonal dynamic in a REM session as well. Interpersonal 
or group reflection is valuable in that participants are able to influence one 
another with their ideas and comments, which is how humans naturally tend to 
form opinions in real life (Krueger, 1988). As Krueger (1988) explains, humans do 
not form attitudes or make decisions in isolation, but rather are influenced by 
their environment and the people in it. It is not uncommon for people’s beliefs 
to shift once they learn about the social norms and attitudes of their group 
(Krueger, 1988; Patton, 2015). This phenomenon is often referred to as a partner 
effect (Ervin & Bonito, 2014), and can have important implications for group 
cross-validation, or getting feedback from others in one’s group regarding the 
generalizability and accuracy of one’s perspectives (Curry, Nembhard, & Bradley, 
2009). The refining of participants’ attitudes through group discussion provides 
a system of checks and balances on the accuracy of information; group mem-
bers can comment on what others are saying and contradict or support other 
members’ claims (Krueger & Casey, 2008). Thus the process discourages “group 
think” as it encourages inquiry and “what if” possibilities.
To facilitate a supportive and useful group reflection, the REM facilitator is 
charged with the task of being an effective leader so that the group can: (1) stay 
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focused and on task, (2) properly note changes in participants’ beliefs, and (3) 
place equal weight on all group members’ ideas and experiences. The facilitator 
also makes sure there is group consensus on the themes that are generated for 
the mind map so that participants who have an influential presence on others 
are not the only ones whose experiences are represented. 
Core Ingredient 4: 
Radiant Thinking (Mind Mapping)
We use the overall label of radiant thinking to describe the final core ingredient 
of Ripple Effects Mapping. As described above, towards the beginning of a REM 
session, participants interview each other in pairs using a series of AI-based 
questions. They are instructed to use active listening skills with each other, and 
usually take notes during the interviews. Once this peer-to-peer interview pro-
cess is complete, participants are asked to report out some of the most import-
ant effects they heard in their interviews. The process of reporting out marks 
the beginning of the radiant thinking phase of REM. 
Perhaps the most notable aspect of REM is its use of mind mapping to visually 
depict the chain of effects resulting from a program. While data visualization 
has become a hot topic among evaluators, the appealing graphics usually are 
presented to stakeholders after the evaluation is over. Mind mapping allows 
participants to use data visualization to inform their judgments during the data 
collection process. Patton (2015, p. 484) notes the importance of creative modes 
of qualitative inquiry. Mind mapping gives participants who are visual learners 
an opportunity to view both the big picture and specific details simultaneously, 
and those who are not visual learners still appreciate the opportunity to see 
their words instantly reflected back to them on the screen. 
Mind mapping is a diagramming process that represents connections among 
ideas hierarchically (Eppler, 2006, p. 203). A fundamental concept behind mind 
mapping is radiant thinking (Buzan, 2003), which refers to the brain’s associative 
thought processes that derive from a central point and forms links between 
integrated concepts (Bernstein, et al., 2000). As described by Tony Buzan (2006), 
the British psychologist who popularized mind mapping, “thoughts radiate out-
ward like the branches of a tree, the veins of a leaf or the blood vessels of the 
body that emanate from the heart” (p. 22). 
Historically, mind mapping has been used for note taking, brainstorming, mem-
orizing, and organizing. It is this organizing purpose that fits so well with pro-
gram evaluation and the other core ingredients described above. In the case 
of REM, mind mapping makes it possible to capture causally-linked chains of 
effects. During a REM session, participants report out their program’s effects 
after their AI peer-to-peer interviews. However, even when instructed to report 
out single effects, participants often move quickly into storytelling mode and 
begin to describe the chain of events that led to the effect or outcome they 
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are reporting. Mind mapping software can be used by the facilitator to graphi-
cally display these chains. For example, in a session focused on the impacts of 
community gardening efforts, a participant reported out that the areas near 
community gardens are noticeably cleaner, with less discarded trash. On the 
blank mind map, this would look like a single bubble of data:
figure ii.2  Single bubble of data in a ripple effects map
Less trash near community gardens
Sometimes without prompting, and sometimes with, participants will begin to 
describe the chain of effects that either led to or was caused by the effect 
they initially report. In this case, the participant told a story about how the 
community gardening effort they worked in had engaged with several artists 
who volunteered to artistically paint the trash cans near the garden. What had 
been a single effect quickly became the following chain of effects using mind 
mapping software:
figure ii.3  Chain of effects following from the single bubble of data
Less trash near  
community gardens
Trash cans in  
community gardens 
artistically painted
Connecting arts  
and artists to  
community gardening
The facilitator’s job during the REM session is to capture these chains of effects 
when they are reported, but it is also important to ask follow-up questions to 
participants to clarify the causal chains that either led to or were triggered by a 
reported effect. Given that REM is a group process, it is important not to spend 
too much time asking follow-up questions to a specific individual, so it may be 
necessary to follow-up with individuals after the session is complete in order to 
capture a comprehensive story using the mind mapping software. 
One important facilitator role during a REM session is encouraging participants 
to challenge or ask questions about causal chains reported by others. It is 
even helpful to remind participants that there are three criteria that must be 
present in order to make assertions about cause-effect relationships (Neuman, 
1994, p. 44):
1. Temporal order: The cause must precede the effect in time;
2. Association: The cause and effect must occur together in a 
patterned way; and 
3. Elimination of plausible alternatives: There is no alternative factor that 
might be the ultimate cause or an intervening causal factor.
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The advantage of having a group of stakeholders present is that other members 
of the group may know about other plausible explanations, or other factors, 
that need to be included in the causal chain and clearly portrayed on the mind 
map. As an illustration, consider the above example about artistic garbage cans. 
One of these artists may in fact have been part of the REM session and may 
suggest that the reason the garbage cans led to reduced littering was because 
the artists had directly engaged community youth in the process of painting the 
cans. As a result, the youth had taken more ownership for keeping the garden 
area clean. With the input from this other stakeholder, the ripple effect chain 
would be modified to look like this:
figure ii.4  Ripple effect chain, modified to include more stakeholder input
Less trash  
near  
community 
gardens
Community 
youth also 
volunteer 
to clean up 
trash weekly
Community 
youth 
engaged in 
the actual  
painting
Trash  
cans in  
community 
gardens 
artistically  
painted
Connecting 
arts and  
artists to  
community 
gardening
The process of asking follow-up questions to create ripple effect chains depends 
greatly on audience composition and size. It is preferable for REM sessions to 
have 12 to 20 participants. If the group is on the small end of this range, it may 
be possible to spend more time with individuals asking follow-up questions and 
capturing ripple chains with great detail. If the group is larger, the focus needs 
to be more on capturing the full breadth of participant experiences shared in 
pairs during the peer-to-peer interviews. Either way, it is usually necessary to 
conduct some follow-up document analysis or interviews with participants after 
the session is over, and add these additional details to the ripple effects map.
Another important theme closely related to causality is attribution. When we 
gather people together for these sessions, participants often describe a wide 
range of effects or outcomes, some of which may have very little to do with the 
program being evaluated. As noted by Patton (2012), under conditions of com-
plexity, with collaboration and overlapping interventions, it becomes difficult to 
identify if a particular program is the ultimate cause of desired outcomes. Pat-
ton references the work of Mayne (2008) and the notion that the key challenge 
in conditions of complexity is to identify contributions of a program rather than 
make causal claims attributing credit to a specific program. Attribution relies 
on traditional cause-effect questions such as, “Has the program caused the 
outcome?” or “How much of the outcome can be attributed to the program?” 
Contribution analysis is based on questions such as, “Has the program made an 
important contribution to the observed result?” or “Has the program influenced 
the observed result?” (Patton, 2012b, p. 366).
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These contribution-oriented questions can easily be incorporated into the 
REM process. They can be part of the whole group session, or can be asked 
of certain key informants after the session. One strategy we have employed 
to conduct this type of contribution analysis is the “but-for” question (Morse, 
French, & Chazdon, 2016). The “but-for” question originated in tort law and is 
usually used to determine cause-effect relationships, but it is more a “proxi-
mate” cause-effect relationship. As applied to program evaluation, the “but-for” 
question is, “Would this effect have occurred if the program had not been deliv-
ered?” Asking this type of question in a room full of stakeholders often leads 
to great discussion of relationships that have been spurred or strengthened by 
the program being evaluated, or other programs or activities that have been 
impactful and should be included in the ripple map. 
Comparing REM to Other Emerging 
Impact Measurement Approaches
The four ingredients we have featured in this chapter—Appreciative Inquiry, Par-
ticipatory Approach, Interactive Group Interviewing and Reflection, and Radiant 
Thinking—are the common ingredients of the Ripple Effects Mapping approach. 
While REM is a unique method, several other approaches to impact evaluation 
bear some resemblance to REM in their attention to program context and the 
complex chain of causal effects produced by programs. Here we contrast three 
approaches—Outcome Mapping, Outcome Harvesting, and Most Significant 
Change—to REM in order to highlight the particular uses and strengths of each.
outcome mapping (Earl, Carden, & Smutylo, 2001) is a methodology used for 
the full range of planning, monitoring, and evaluation of complex international 
development initiatives. The core focus of Outcome Mapping is the insight that 
a single program is unlikely to be able to claim responsibility for the achieve-
ment of broader development impacts or changes in condition. The core focus, 
therefore, is on specific behavioral outcomes that are within the scope of a pro-
gram’s influence. “Outcome Mapping establishes a vision of the human, social, 
and environmental betterment to which the program hopes to contribute and 
then focuses monitoring and evaluation on factors and actors within that pro-
gram’s direct sphere of influence” (Earl, Carden, & Smutylo, 2001, p. 2).
Like Ripple Effects Mapping, Outcome Mapping is a highly participatory pro-
cess. All types of program stakeholders are encouraged to participate in the 
process of designing the monitoring framework and evaluation plan. Outcomes 
Mapping differs from REM in its deductive and prospective—rather than induc-
tive and retrospective orientation—as well as in its focus exclusively on behav-
ioral outcomes at the individual level. This focus on the intended outcomes of 
programming differs from REM’s focus on both intended and unintended results, 
and from REM’s inclusion of cognitive, relational, and other non-behavioral out-
comes at the individual level and beyond.
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outcome harvesting (Wilson Grau & Britt, 2012) is a retrospective method for 
identifying, formulating, verifying, and making sense of a broad range of out-
comes that may be associated with a program. In Outcome Harvesting, the 
evaluator reviews documents such as reports or other secondary sources 
and conducts interviews in order to assemble a retrospective chain of effects 
leading from the intervention to the outcome. All types of outcomes—intended 
or unintended, positive or negative, individual-level or beyond the individual—
can be examined using this process. As stated by the creators of this approach, 
the evaluator “works backward to determine whether or how the project or 
intervention contributed to the change.”
On the surface, the Outcome Harvesting approach sounds very similar to Ripple 
Effects Mapping. Certainly its overall intent is quite similar. The biggest differ-
ence between Outcome Harvesting and REM is the relationship of the evaluator 
to program stakeholders. In Outcome Harvesting, there is a clear separation 
between the evaluator and stakeholders in the interest of assembling an objec-
tive accounting of the chain of effects connecting the intervention to the out-
come. In REM, this type of objectivity is not as important as the engagement of 
program stakeholders in creating a group narrative of the chain of effects. As 
a participatory evaluation method, the subjectivity of participants is given as 
much (or more) weight as the objectivity of the information gained.
The most significant change method (Dart & Davies, 2003) is a participatory, 
story-based approach for exploring program impacts. Narratives are collected 
from people most directly involved in a program, including participants as well 
as staff. The stories are collected by asking a simple question, such as “During 
the last month, in your opinion, what was the most significant change that took 
place for participants in the program?” Respondents are encouraged to reflect 
on why they consider a particular change for program beneficiaries to be the 
most significant one (Davies & Dart, 2005, p. 10).
The collected stories are then reviewed at different levels of an organization’s 
hierarchy, and reviewers make decisions on the strongest stories. Every time 
stories are selected, the criteria used to select them are recorded and fed back 
to all interested stakeholders, so that each subsequent round of story collec-
tion and selection is informed by feedback from previous rounds. This process 
promotes organizational dialogue and learning about the outcomes that are 
deemed most desirable.
The Most Significant Change method shares with Ripple Effects Mapping its 
emphasis on qualitative data collection, group reflection, and a highly engaged 
approach to data collection and interpretation. It differs from REM in its use of 
narrative rather than mind mapping and its systematic procedure for selecting 
the most significant impacts of an intervention at different levels of an organi-
zational hierarchy. However, as some of the examples suggest, the REM process 
 20    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
can include an opportunity for group participants to reflect on what they per-
ceive to be the most significant ripple effects reporting during a session.
Now that we have shared the conceptual underpinnings of REM, and compared 
REM to its closest counterparts in the evaluation field, we turn to a discussion of 
REM implementation. The editors of this volume have developed three variations 
of the REM process, which we detail in the next chapter. Despite the differ-
ences in approach, all share the common ingredients of Appreciative Inquiry, a 
participatory approach, interactive group interviewing and reflection, and radi-
ant thinking.
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PART III
How to Conduct  
a REM session
Scott Chazdon, Mary Emery, Debra Hansen, 
Lorie Higgins, and Rebecca Sero
REM is just one tool that evaluators should combine with other program evalua-
tion methods. Typically, a REM evaluation is most appropriate when the program 
or intervention is complex and involves a wide range of participants and stake-
holders. Questions to ask include:
• Are both intended and unintended effects likely?
• Is the intervention something to which people can attribute their 
influence or at least identify their contributions?
• Do people already talk about the “ripples” from the intervention? 
The entire REM process typically takes a minimum of two months for planning, 
implementation, analysis, and reporting. 
Ripple Effects Mapping involves five steps:
1. identifying the intervention REM is best used for in-depth program 
interventions or collaborations that are expected to produce broad or 
deep changes in a group, organization, or community.
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2. scheduling the event and inviting participants The REM process 
includes both direct program participants and non-participant 
stakeholders. This latter group offers a unique perspective and a 
form of external validation to verify the chain of effects that program 
participants report. Ultimately, a group of 12 to 20 participants is ideal.
3. conducting appreciative inquiry (ai) interviews At the beginning 
of the REM event, participants pair up and interview each other 
about particular ways the program affected their lives or particular 
achievements or successes they have experienced as a result of 
the program.*
4. mapping the ripples The core of the session involves participants in 
visual mapping, using Mind Mapping software or chart paper and tape 
on a wall, to brainstorm and hierarchically map the effects or “ripples” 
of the intervention. This process engages the entire group and provides 
opportunities for participants to make connections among program 
effects. A facilitator and a “mapper” co-lead the process, which is 
typically completed in one to two hours. At the end, evaluators may ask 
participants to identify the “most significant change” revealed during 
the mapping (Dart & Davies, 2003).
5. cleaning, coding, and analyzing the mind map After the session, the 
evaluator may need to reorganize the mind map and collect additional 
detail by interviewing other participants. The data produced in the 
mapping process can be downloaded into a spreadsheet program 
and coded in a variety of ways. For example, REM evaluators often 
code the “ripples” as short-term knowledge, skill, or attitude changes; 
medium-term behavior changes; and long-term changes in conditions. 
Additionally, those within the community development community 
frequently code the changes in conditions using the Community 
Capitals Framework (Emery & Flora, 2006; Rasmussen, Armstrong, & 
Chazdon, 2011).
Variations in Approach
To date, the editors of this book have developed three distinct methods for facil-
itating and conducting REM sessions (Emery, Higgins, Chazdon, & Hansen, 2014):
1. Web mapping
2. In-depth rippling 
3. Theming and rippling 
The following table provides a brief comparison of these three approaches. 
* For more information on the role of Appreciative Inquiry  
in REM, see Part II: The Core Ingredients of REM, 5.
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taBle iii.1 Comparison of Three REM Methods
Web  
Mapping
In-Depth  
Rippling
Theming  
and Rippling
Overview 
of Method
Group examines 
short-term, 
medium-term, and 
long-term impacts, 
and then maps 
them directly onto 
a Community 
Capitals mind map
Group focuses on 
the deepest and 
most impactful 
chains of events
Group captures 
the breadth 
of reporting 
impacts from 
all participants, 
generates impact 
themes, and 
examines ripples 
once themes 
are generated
Process 
Steps
Conduct 
Appreciative 
Interviews
Report and 
map outcomes 
to Community 
Capitals 
Framework
Discuss final 
reflections, 
including most 
significant change
Conduct 
Appreciative 
Interviews 
Report and 
map ripples 
Discuss final 
reflections, 
including most 
significant change
Conduct 
Appreciative 
Interviews
Report stories
Conduct theming
Discuss ripples and 
negative effects
Discuss final 
reflections
Creation 
of Map
Ripples are 
mapped onto 
butcher paper 
using the 
Community 
Capitals as a 
guideline. and are 
later transcribed 
into mind 
mapping software
Ripples are 
mapped onto 
butcher paper 
and are later 
transcribed into 
mind mapping 
software
Ripples are 
mapped directly 
into the mind 
mapping software, 
which is displayed 
in real-time 
on the wall
Data 
Analysis
During the mapping 
process, outcomes 
are categorized 
according to the 
Community Capitals 
Framework
Following the 
mapping process, 
short-, mid-, 
and long-term 
outcomes are 
coded using a 
chosen framework
During the mapping 
process, open 
coding is used to 
identify themes
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step-By-step process 
While overlap exists among the three methods, each one employs a unique set 
of process steps. The following sections explore the three different approaches 
in greater detail, providing step-by-step instructions for each REM variation. 
variation 1: weB mapping
Because REM emerged in community development program contexts, many REM 
efforts have employed the Community Capitals Framework (CCF) to organize 
participant data during the reporting-out process. (See Figure I.1 in Chapter 1). 
Flora and Flora (2008) developed the CCF and applied it to the evaluation of 
community development programs by Emery and others (Emery & Flora, 2006; 
Emery et al., 2007, Rasmussen et al., 2011). As noted above, Flora and Flora (2008) 
originally described seven different community capitals: cultural, human, social, 
political, financial, built, and natural capital. As a leader in using the CCF (Emery 
& Flora, 2006), Mary Emery begins the REM process with the community capitals 
to encourage participants to consider how change in one community sector 
may ripple into changes in others.
After the initial AI interviews between paired participants, the session follows 
a logic model structure in moving from discussion and mapping of short-term 
outcomes (“What are people doing differently?”), to medium-term outcomes 
(“How are these immediate changes impacting or benefitting others or 
changing what others do?”), to longer-term impacts (“Based on the short- and 
medium-term outcomes that have occurred so far, what is different in the com-
munity today?”).
Practitioners have used the web mapping approach for both formative and 
summative evaluation purposes. This approach is especially useful in identifying 
opportunities to strengthen program outcomes by including an intentional 
focus on how people can tweak elements of the strategy, project, or program to 
take advantage of opportunities to build assets in the intangible capitals—social, 
cultural, political, and human.
The following is a detailed view of the steps taken during a two-hour web 
mapping REM session:
Process steps
1. welcome and agenda review (5 minutes)
2. review of purpose (5 minutes): The purpose of the activity is to look at 
how the work has made a difference in the community and to use that 
information to think about what we can learn from our work together, 
how we can use that information going forward, and how we can 
evaluate that work.
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3. appreciative inquiry (15 minutes): Begin by asking people to share 
in pairs for about 5 minutes how they feel their work has made a 
difference in the community.
A. Consider your work in the community and focus on a specific 
aspect of that work that you feel has made a positive difference in 
the community.
B. Find a partner you have not talked with in a while and share your 
stories for about 5 minutes each.
C. In the large group, ask people to list the impacts they discussed.
D. Use the information shared to help the group come up with the 
main topic for the center of the map.
4. introduce the community capitals (5 minutes): Write the capitals 
around the edges of the map in black, and provide a brief explanation 
of each. Also write the main topic in the center of the map.
A. Start with natural capital because it frames what is possible in a 
place. Natural capital includes natural resource assets as well as 
those in our environment. For communities interested in tourism or 
those focused on farming, natural capital is extremely important.
B. We often think of cultural capital in terms of language, dress, 
traditions, music, etc., but it also includes our everyday ways of 
thinking and doing. Some community members might say, for 
example, “A great asset here is our work ethic.” That is an example 
of cultural capital.
C. Human capital refers to our health, knowledge, skills, and 
understanding. It also includes self-efficacy, or our belief that we 
can make things happen.
D. When we talk about social capital, we are focusing in on 
connections and relationships. We want to look at the networks 
people are involved in—those where people know each other well 
and bond together, as well as those that are based on weak ties, 
but that link us to resources and information. Social capital exists 
where there are norms of reciprocity and trust.
E. People often think of political capital in terms of policy, laws, and 
running for elective office. Political capital includes the carrots and 
sticks that encourage certain types of behavior, but it is also about 
whose voices are heard and respected.
F. Financial capital is most often a focus of community development 
efforts. It includes not only loans and investments, but gifts and 
philanthropy. Investments in financial capital lead to increases in 
profits, jobs, and businesses.
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G. Built capital is our infrastructure, from the roads we drive on 
to the towers that support our cell phone service and access to 
the Internet.
H. At the end of this introduction, confirm the topic for the center 
of the map.
5. explain the three levels of ripples and that the purpose of this tool 
is to better understand the impact of our work by thinking about it as a 
pebble or boulder in the community pond. Using the capitals to frame 
this discussion helps us think about the whole community and avoid 
overlooking some aspects. Some find it helpful to draw three rings 
around the center topic with Ring 1 (the first ripple) around the central 
topic, Ring 2 (the second ripple) around the first ring, and Ring 3 (the 
third ripple) around the second. (5 minutes)
6. Begin mapping the first ripple by asking, “What are people doing 
differently?” Put the items generated during the first ripple discussion 
near the center in the section of the map framed by the capital they 
represent. When the map is done, you should be able to see all the 
social capital impacts, for example, in one section of the map. Probe for 
more ideas by asking about changes in the capitals not yet mentioned. 
(10 minutes)
7. Begin mapping the second ripple by focusing on items in the first 
ripple and using questions like “who is benefitting and how, and how 
is the fact that people are doing things differently affecting others?” 
(10-15 minutes)
A. Use a different color, so the ripples are evident in the color scheme.
B. Draw an arrow from the item in the first ripple to the item in the 
second. Sometimes there are multiple arrows. The arrows will show 
the process by which change was accomplished, which can inform 
new efforts.
8. Begin mapping the third ripple by asking the question, “What 
changes are you seeing in the community’s systems and institutions 
and organizations? Are everyday ways of thinking and doing changing? 
How?” (10 minutes)
A. Use a new color so the ripples are evident in the color scheme.
B. Use an arrow to link items in the second ripple to those in the 
third ripple.
9. Finally, ask, “What do you think is the most significant change on the 
map? Why?” Use red to star those items. (5 minutes)
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10. Initiate a brief discussion on how the map can help with evaluation. 
Ask questions like: “Looking at the map and thinking about the impact 
of your work, what questions about your work would you like to have 
answered? Are there items on the map for which data are already 
available?” (5 minutes)
11. Initiate a brief discussion on how this reflection process could 
provide insights into next steps. “What are the implications of what 
we learned from the mapping about our impact that will be helpful in 
our next round of our work?” “What additional stakeholders should we 
add to our advisory committees or project committees based on how 
we are affecting the community?” (5–10 minutes)
Evaluators can also use ripple mapping in two other ways. First, groups can 
use REM to plan an initiative. Here the questions would be, “If we are successful, 
what will people be doing differently, how will that make a difference, and what 
changes do we hope to see in organizations, everyday ways of thinking and 
doing, and community/neighborhood characteristics?” Second, evaluators can 
use the results of a ripple mapping activity to populate a logic model. The first 
circle of effects captures short-term outcomes; the second usually equates well 
with long-term outcomes, and the third identifies existing and potential impacts.
variation 2: in-depth rippling
The in-depth rippling approach emerged as an evaluation strategy for a commu-
nity leadership program in several states. After the initial AI exercise, the facili-
tator asks participants to volunteer stories, using a large sheet of butcher paper 
to record the conversation. Prompts encourage participants to share their stories 
and outcomes, creating a rich and detailed narrative describing the project. Par-
ticipants are invited to add to each other’s reports, eliciting stories that emerge 
from focusing on a particular outcome. Each set of follow-up stories creates 
the ripple. Developing the map as stories unfold allows participants to control 
themes and see resulting ripples. They often see trends in their work. For exam-
ple, members of one community noticed their most successful efforts started 
with more investments in human and social capital. Maps can be simultaneously 
digitized on mapping software such as XMind or digitized after the exercise.
Detailed facilitator instructions for the in-depth rippling REM process are below. 
(Adapt as you see fit, but we would appreciate knowing how your adapta-
tions work.) 
items needed Large white paper posted on the wall, tape, markers, and AI ques-
tions printed on paper with space for participants to take notes during interviews.
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Process Steps
1. Brief overview of the session and oBjectives (5 minutes): 
Introductory statement (edit to fit your group as needed): “This 
impact mapping evaluation project will help us better understand 
the ripple effects of the program on individual participants, groups, 
communities, and regions involved. This mapping process provides 
a method of visually illustrating to stakeholders the impact of this 
program, validating the effects of the program, and creating stronger 
support and public value. The purpose of this study is to explore overall 
(individual, group, community, or regional) changes that have taken 
place as a result of participating in the program.”
2. appreciative inquiry interview (10 minutes, but listen for when the 
conversation decibel level begins to decline. Do not cut off interviews 
just when conversations really get rolling. Build in some extra time in 
case participants take a little longer to warm up.)
 ■ Find a partner who is not already a good friend
 ■ Share a story briefly about the program being evaluated using one 
of these sample Appreciative Inquiry questions:
 ■ Tell me a story about how you have used the information 
received in the program
 ■ Is there anything you are proud to share? Cost savings? New 
ways to work? Telling others about what you learned?
 ■ List any achievements or successes you had based on your 
learning through the program. What made them possible?
note Introductions, which should include the individual’s role within 
the program or community, can happen either before the interviews or 
when it is the participant’s turn to speak.
3. mapping (45–75 minutes): Ask each pair to offer one story (only one at 
a time, going around until all stories have been shared, so everyone has 
an opportunity to participate), then ripple it out (draw out some of the 
details), welcoming input from all. Use a different color for each story.
 ■ Probing questions can include:
 ■ Then what happened?
 ■ Who was involved?
 ■ How many people were there?
 ■ What was the dollar amount of the grant?
 ■ What is different in the community as a result (people, 
organizations, relationships?)
Continue until all stories have been captured and rippled.
11.5
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figure iii.1 Probing questions and ripples example (bold text = probing 
question)
tips for successful mapping
 ■ It may be easiest to start with individual learning and action items.
 ■ When mapping, get as detailed as possible. After collecting 
information for the “map,” there will be opportunities for 
participants to add and embellish. This provides ideas about how to 
dig deeper.
 ■ People may be shy about sharing their own successes, but may be 
more willing to talk about how others have used the information.
4. reflection and closing (5–15 minutes): Ask group members to reflect 
on the mapping process.
 ■ Ask the group to identify what they see as the most significant 
change(s) on the map.
 ■ Other possible debrief questions:
 ■ What is most interesting about the map?
 ■ How might we use the map to help us tell our story about how 
we are making a difference?
Community  
Leadership
Youth learned 
to be leaders
Created 
Youth Council
What happened 
as a result?
What is the purpose 
of the yc?
How did that affect 
your community?
Youth feel more  
connected 
to the community
Provides input 
to city council
Youth wrote 
newspaper articles
Community 
Clean-up
Snowballed; more 
community pride
11.5
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 ■ What should we do next? (can refer to use of mapped 
information or, with more time, use of the map to identify 
impact concentration and gaps)
 ■ If appropriate, briefly describe the Community Capitals Framework 
and present it as one way to organize impacts. You can ask 
participants to give examples of where their work has affected 
different capitals.
5. closing (5–10 minutes): Thank the participants for engaging in the 
Ripple Effects Mapping Exercise and discuss the next steps. Will the 
map be digitized and coded? Will it be photographed and shared? What 
ways will the data be shared with others?
variation 3: theming and rippling
The theming and rippling approach is an adaptation of in-depth rippling where 
the facilitator asks all participants to report out two or three of the most sig-
nificant effects they heard about in their Appreciative Inquiry interviews. This 
ensures that all members of the group have the opportunity for people to hear 
their insights out loud and see them displayed on the initial mind map. The 
reported items are typed directly into mind mapping software and displayed 
as “floating topics.” 
Upon completion of the reporting-out phase, the facilitators engage the 
group in a conversation about core themes. One way to do this is to move 
similar items physically near each other on the mind map screen (or on the 
wall if using sticky notes). Then, once similar items are located near each other, 
the facilitator can suggest or invite participants to suggest a thematic label 
for the information. The core themes are useful for later sharing of the mind 
map, allowing facilitators to more easily simplify the map with a focus on major 
themes and examples of impacts in each. Given the importance of conducting 
the REM session in a limited amount of time so participants are not fatigued, 
it is often helpful for facilitators to suggest themes to the group, then try to 
organize the mind map so that participants can get a sense that the theme is a 
strong fit with the data they reported.
Facilitators can then go back to the original reported impacts and use prompts 
to encourage participants to fill in causal chains leading to and resulting from 
these items. It is helpful to go through this “rippling” process for some of the 
more significant stories that emerge from the Appreciative Inquiry. However, 
because the rippling discussion typically focuses on only one participant at a 
time, the facilitators do not spend a large part of the agenda on the rippling 
component. It is often necessary to do a deeper interview with individual par-
ticipants during the weeks after the session to collect more detail on the chain 
of effects, and add this information to the mind map.
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As part of this theming and rippling approach, facilitators also “probe for neg-
atives” near the end of the session. This often leads to thoughtful discussion of 
not-so-positive events that may have occurred as a result of the intervention, 
as well as responses to identified challenges to date.
Below is a typical agenda for a Theming and Rippling REM session:
1. introduction and Brief overview (15 minutes): The session begins 
with introductions led by a program organizer or an individual known 
by everyone present. The facilitator then provides an overview of the 
session and its use of a visual “mind mapping” method to help the 
group reflect upon and visually map intended and unintended changes 
produced by the program or initiative.
2. appreciative inquiry interview (15 minutes)
 ■ The facilitator will match core participants with other stakeholders. 
 ■ Share a brief story about your experience with the program using 
one of these questions:
Core Participants
 ■ What is a highlight, achievement, or success you had based on 
your involvement with the program?
 ■ What unexpected things have happened as a result of your 
involvement with the program?
 ■ What connections with others—new and/or deepened—have 
you made as a result of the program?
Other Stakeholders
 ■ What impressions do you have of the accomplishments 
program participants have made as a result of their participation 
in the program?
 ■ What unexpected things have happened as a result of your 
involvement with the program?
 ■ What connections with others—new and/or deepened—have 
you made as a result of your involvement with program?
3. reporting and mapping (90 minutes): Now we’ll report out and build 
from the interviews to generate themes about the ways the program 
is having an impact. Our questions during this mapping exercise are 
intended to help draw out and categorize different types of “ripples,” 
such as new knowledge or skills, new relationships or connections, 
new financial/economic opportunities, strengthened or new cultural 
activities, new or improved facilities, and maybe even strengthened or 
new efforts to conserve the natural environment. We also will be asking 
about negative consequences of the program and responses to these.
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guidelines for a good map
 ■ Review the way that your comments show up on the map. We 
invite you speak up if it does not reflect what you said, either in the 
wording or connections. 
 ■ At first, comments on the map may seem all over the place. Over 
time, the map will get clearer as we hear how things are connected.
 ■ Today’s map is only a rough draft. After the session, we will review 
and organize the map in consultation with core program staff.
4. reflection and closing (20 minutes)
 ■ Ask what is most interesting about the map to participants
 ■ Describe process for editing and sharing the map.
the skill sets needed
Because of its participatory nature, conducting a Ripple Effects Mapping session 
requires a combination of different skill sets. The two most critical sets of skills 
are that of facilitator and evaluator.
• facilitation skills Session facilitators must be able to encourage the 
group to engage and discuss the topic in a meaningful way, ensure that 
open communication is occurring, and manage time in an efficient way.
• evaluation skills A REM session has several similarities to a focus 
group, so a facilitator must use comparable evaluation skills. This 
includes managing a group interview process, as well as observing 
and reacting to nonverbal cues. Facilitators must also be prepared to 
analyze data on the spot, asking follow-up questions to exhaustively 
ripple an outcome and discover the underlying pathways within each of 
the ripples. In some cases, facilitators must also engage participants in 
creating and cultivating thematic categories. 
figure iii.2 The REM skill set at the intersection of facilitation and evaluation
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While not required, additional useful skills include knowledge of technology 
and data analysis. 
• technology skills Especially relevant for those using a Theming and 
Rippling approach, technical skills help session facilitators effectively 
and efficiently use the mind mapping software. 
• data analysis skills Understanding how to examine and dissect the 
data collected during the mapping is a critical part of using the results 
from a Ripple Effects Mapping session. Depending upon the intent and 
goals of the REM session, facilitators may be called upon to conduct a 
more thorough review of the data gathered. This requires the ability to 
analyze the data using an appropriately chosen framework.
all approaches
Regardless of the radiant thinking approach used, evaluators can capture 
the final Ripple Effects Map using mind mapping software, such as XMind© 
(www.xmind.net). After a period of review and feedback with session partic-
ipants, evaluators can export the mind map to a spreadsheet for coding and 
analysis. This is particularly easy with XMind, although it may be easy with other 
types of mind mapping software as well. In XMind, just click on the center of the 
mind map, select Copy from the menu, open a spreadsheet, and select Paste. 
Once the ripple effects information is pasted into a spreadsheet, the evaluator 
can use the Community Capitals or other relevant thematic framework to code 
the effects. In public health contexts, for example, a thematic framework of 
policy, systems, and environmental changes may be applicable. Other frame-
works may emerge directly from a program’s theory of change if one has been 
established for the program.
For the coding process, we strongly recommend having a pair of evaluators code 
together. This increases the reliability of the coding results because both eval-
uators must agree with coding decisions. The coders will need to create clear 
definitions of the coding categories and a decision framework for whether to 
allow coding of a particular reported effect under more than one category. For 
example, using the Community Capitals Framework, if a participant in a session 
reported that the program motivated her to run for elected office, this effect 
might be coded as a human capital effect as well as a civic/political capital effect.
Conclusion
The implementation of REM may vary based on the program involved; the appli-
cations featured in this book exemplify how to use REM in practice and explore 
the array of innovative ways REM has been adjusted to fit new programmatic 
contexts and diverse audiences. The next chapter provides an overview of the 
thirteen applications, focusing on core categories of similarity and difference 
in approach. Following the examples, the editorial team members offer their 
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insights on the ways that REM has transformed their work, as well as the organi-
zations and communities in which they work. The monograph concludes with 
thoughts on REM’s future. Given the interest in REM among the Extension and 
program evaluation communities, it is easy to conceive of a future in which 
REM ripples or branches into multiple program contexts and becomes regularly 
used over time.  
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PART IV
REM in Practice
Rebecca Sero
This chapter provides a snapshot of the examples presented in this book. The 
intent of the following information is to frame the context for the three Ripple 
Effects Mapping (REM) approaches used. These brief snapshots are divided into 
six informational categories: 
1. The context in which the Ripple Effects Mapping occurred
2. Why facilitators chose the REM tool 
3. The session participants
4. The chosen REM design
5. How the results were analyzed
6. The reporting and/or follow-up to the mapping
Example Snapshot Categories
context 
The thirteen examples occurred within four types of contexts or levels: single 
community, multi-community, coalition, and system-level. In each case, the 
context played an important role in determining the decisions made about the 
specific REM approach used.
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why rem? 
The case study authors offered a range of reasons why they chose to conduct 
REM evaluations. Most common among these reasons were the desire to docu-
ment program impact in a way that involved multiple perspectives and partici-
pants, an interest in generating enthusiasm and energy for continued work, and 
a desire to help participants connect their efforts with those of others. 
who was invited
In all of the examples, program participants were part of nearly every 
Ripple Effects Mapping session. Other common invitees included board mem-
bers and program staff. Coalitions typically included their coalition members 
as part of their REM sessions. Several groups also invited non-participants, 
with the thought that they could provide a unique perspective to the 
work accomplished.
approach used
There were three possible approaches for each session: (1) In-Depth Rippling, 
(2) Theming and Rippling, or (3) Web Mapping. Most typically, the REM expert on 
the project dictated the approach; each researcher had a favored approach. As 
a result, there were some geographical location differences, with In-Depth Rip-
pling occurring primarily in the West; Theming and Rippling and Web Mapping 
sites were largely concentrated in the Midwest and the South. 
data analysis process 
Given the community context for many of the examples, the primary data anal-
ysis method used was to code the data to the Community Capitals Framework. 
Other sites found that open coding worked well to help reveal the findings 
from the mapping. Most of the data analysis occurred following the completion 
of the REM session. However, there were two examples in which the coding 
occurred during the session. 
reporting and follow-up
The follow-up to the initial REM sessions included several engaged options, such 
as additional REM sessions, member checking, or presenting findings to the 
community, program, and/or coalition participants. Many groups were left with 
a copy of the map as evidence of their good work. There were several examples 
that did not indicate any reporting or follow-up. Although not specified, the 
original intent of the REM session may have pre-determined the follow-up. For 
example, those who only wanted to celebrate the success of the project would 
have been able to accomplish that objective without needing any additional 
summation. 
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overall reflections
The table of case study snapshots shows the varied ways Ripple Effects Mapping 
can be used across multiple settings and with numerous types of participants. 
Well-suited to documenting the intended and unintended effects of commu-
nity, coalition, and systems work, its benefits are wide-ranging. Most impor-
tantly, flexibility exists in how the method is implemented through each part of 
the process: design, event, analysis, and follow-up. 
The examples in the next chapter appear in the same order as they are listed in 
Table IV.1. We encourage you to use this table to find examples addressing the 
program contexts that most interest you, and to get good ideas for variations 
in approach.
The examples are organized in a consistent manner, with a sidebar that provides 
a quick overview, a description of the program, a discussion of the decision to 
use Ripple Effects Mapping, a discussion of session planning and implementa-
tion, and final reflections by the author(s). 
taBle iv.1 Snapshot table of REM examples
Why REM?
Who Was 
Invited? Approach Data Analysis
Reporting/
Follow-Up
ExAMplE  Mapping Levels of Impact in Tribal College Projects (43)
CoNtExt  multi-community
Document 
change as 
transactional, 
transitional, 
and/or 
transformational
Harvest stories 
and examples 
at each level 
of change
Employees 
from three 
Tribal 
Colleges and 
Universities
Web 
Mapping
During mapping 
process:
Ripples added 
according to 
Community 
Capitals 
Framework
Change type 
identified and 
considered
Findings 
reported to 
project staff 
and funders
ExAMplE  Marketing Hometown America (47)
CoNtExt  multi-community
Surface both 
intended and 
unintended 
results
Generate energy
Seven 
communities
Program 
participants
Other 
community 
stakeholders
Web 
Mapping
Open coding 
based on 
actions and 
impacts
N/A
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Why REM?
Who Was 
Invited? Approach Data Analysis
Reporting/
Follow-Up
ExAMplE  Pierce-St. Croix County CARES Coalition: Addressing Child 
and Family Social and Emotional Wellbeing (57)
CoNtExt  coalition
Identify and 
understand 
change as result 
of coalition
Members of 
the coalition
Web 
Mapping
During mapping 
process, 
Community 
Capitals 
Framework 
used to 
categorize 
outcomes
N/A
ExAMplE  Turning the Tide on Poverty: Exploring REM in 
the Context of Civic Engagement (65)
CoNtExt  coalition
Determine the 
civic engagement 
impacts
Six 
communities 
Community 
members 
with a 
significant 
role
Web 
Mapping
Coded to the 
Community 
Capitals 
Framework
Matrix designed 
to document 
number of 
actions or 
impacts by 
capital 
N/A
ExAMplE  Youth/Adult Partnerships Impacting Rural Poverty: 
The Case of Lamar, Missouri (72)
CoNtExt  community
Build Community 4-H teen 
leaders
Adults 
(parents and/
or leaders)
Agency 
partners
Web 
Mapping
Results 
entered into 
spreadsheet
Spreadsheets 
and photos 
of map 
shared with 
participants
Outcomes 
influenced 
direction, 
strategy, and 
action plan 
of the team
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Why REM?
Who Was 
Invited? Approach Data Analysis
Reporting/
Follow-Up
ExAMplE  Looking at the Outcomes of a Coalition 
from Three Perspectives (80)
CoNtExt  coalition
More in-depth 
evaluation 
of work 
accomplished
Help set future 
direction as 
part of strategic 
planning process
Three sessions 
with each of 
the following:
Board
Staff
Members
In-Depth 
Rippling
Open and then 
axial coding 
to determine 
primary and 
secondary 
impacts
Use findings to 
better engage 
with outside 
partners
Additional 
REM session 
scheduled 
to identify 
funding 
opportunities
ExAMplE  Ripple Mapping the Impact of the Horizons Program 
in Three Northwestern States (88)
CoNtExt  multi-community
Give voice to 
broad swath of 
stakeholders
Collectively 
brainstorm 
positive impact
Collect more 
detailed stories
Multiple 
communities 
across Idaho, 
Washington, & 
North Dakota
Program 
participants 
within 
each of the 
communities
In-Depth 
Rippling
Coded to the 
Community 
Capitals 
Framework
Additional 
coding into 
short-, medium- 
and long-term 
outcome 
categories
Highlights and 
major themes 
presented 
to ND 
stakeholders
Idaho, 
Washington, 
and North 
Dakota 
communities 
received 
XMind maps
ExAMplE  Three Arts Groups Collaborate Toward 
a More Creative Future (101)
CoNtExt  coalition
Obtain multiple 
perspectives
Break down pre-
existing barriers 
among groups
Board and 
members 
from each 
nonprofit arts 
organization
In-Depth 
Rippling
Priorities 
determined 
through review 
of digitized map
Using data to 
inform the 
joint strategic 
planning 
process
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Why REM?
Who Was 
Invited? Approach Data Analysis
Reporting/
Follow-Up
ExAMplE  Community Gardening Efforts in the Frogtown / 
Rondo neighborhoods of St. Paul, MN (108)
CoNtExt  community
Document power 
of work to attract 
new volunteers 
and leverage 
resources
Program 
volunteers
Community 
members
Theming 
and 
Rippling
Open coding 
to themes
Follow-up 
interviews and 
information 
added to data
Map 
presented to 
community 
several 
months 
following REM
Follow-up 
REM session 
2.5 years later
ExAMplE  Measuring the Impact of Coalition Efforts to 
Improve Community Health Outcomes (116)
CoNtExt  multi-community
Enable 
participants to 
see how small 
changes lead to 
big changes
Four 
communities
Community 
partners
Other project 
stakeholders
Theming 
and 
Rippling
Open coding 
used to 
generate 
themes during 
session
Coded to the 
Community 
Capitals 
Framework
REM 
conducted 
pre and post
Handout 
created for 
each site
ExAMplE  Sustainable Harvest International’s Work in Two Rural 
Communities: Program Participants’ Perceptions (125)
CoNtExt  multi-community
Better understand 
actions 
Assess 
methodology 
and/or 
implementation 
of work
Two 
communities
Half program 
participants
Half non-
participants 
with 
knowledge 
of program
Theming 
and 
Rippling
Four key 
themes 
identified 
through review 
of maps
N/A
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Why REM?
Who Was 
Invited? Approach Data Analysis
Reporting/
Follow-Up
ExAMplE  Using REM to Understand Statewide Systems 
Improvements in Child Care Quality (133)
CoNtExt  system
Understand 
context of 
systems change
Nine states
Existing 
groups 
working on 
child care 
issues
Invited 
individuals
Theming 
and 
Rippling
Open codes 
developed 
during REM
Sub-categories 
grouped 
and themes 
identified
Draft map 
and narrative 
member-
checked
ExAMplE  Using Ripple Effects Mapping to Evaluate a Participatory 
Tourism Assessment Program (140)
CoNtExt  multi-community
Document 
program impact
Feedback for 
community 
leaders
Strengthen 
program
Three 
communities
Program 
participants
Tourism 
connected 
non-
participants
Theming 
and 
Rippling
Coded to the 
Community 
Capitals 
Framework
Follow-up 
meetings to 
share map and 
coding results
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PART V
Examples of REM in Practice:  
Web Mapping
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | weB mapping
Mapping Levels of Impact 
in Tribal College Projects1
Mary Emery
Program Description
This project involved several funding sources that had 
invested in efforts to link community colleges to local 
and regional economic, community, and workforce 
development efforts. This case study focuses on the 
results of these efforts in three Tribal Colleges and Uni-
versities in the Great Plains region during the 2008–2010 
period. The goal of this effort was to “encourage community-based, pro-active 
planning.” Project partners were required to develop a local advisory commit-
tee to help them identify a strategy to increase interaction with the community. 
Each college also had access to a community coach from the state land-grant 
institution. During one phase of the project, participating institutions were able 
to apply for a small grant. Unlike many grants, this money could be used in any 
way they wanted to strengthen their institutions. The challenge, then, was to 
determine if this small amount of funding, participation in a network, and access 
to a community coach made a difference, and, if so, what kind.
While funders and project staff had many expectations about how this project 
would work, in actuality, local advisory committees met only once or twice and 
project foci were primarily determined by college staff. For often overworked 
1 This project was supported by USDA CSREES, The National Rural Funders Collaborative, the Ford 
Foundation’s Rural Community College Initiative, and the Lumina Foundation for Education.
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tribal college and university staff, 
this small project was an add-on 
to an already full plate requiring 
funders and staff to rethink expec-
tations. We hoped the project would also strengthen relationships between 
state land-grant institutions and tribal land-grant institutions. Coaching did 
work well in some locations and not at all in others.
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
The funders and project advisory committee were not interested in efforts sup-
porting the status quo; they wanted to see real change. Thus, evaluation questions 
focused on what change if any, and, if change, what kind occurred. Reflecting on 
types of change, we wanted to know if actions resulted in transactional change 
(more or less of something that already exists or a change in a specific practice), 
transitional change (a minor change in an existing project or program), or trans-
formational change (remaking ourselves into something new and different). Sec-
ondly, because all of these projects were connected to other efforts, we wanted 
to tease out what changes could be attributed to this project and/or in what ways 
the project contributed to the change effort in process. Because the REM process 
moves from what people are doing differently, to changes in various community 
capitals levels, to looking at impacts of those changes in overall patterns and 
practices in organizations, institutions, and everyday life, we chose to use this 
method to harvest stories and examples at each level of change. 
Planning and Implementation
The same person conducted all mapping processes, so there was consistency in 
data collection, analysis, and reporting. Tribal College staff working on the proj-
ect were charged with inviting people to attend sessions. All who participated 
worked at the Tribal College, so we did not get input from community members. 
Each session started with a welcome, agenda review, and meeting purpose. After 
agreement to proceed, the facilitator asked people to share a story or example of 
how the project made a difference and why. Information shared was then used 
to identify a focus for the map. Often the central focus emerged as something 
different from that mentioned in previous communication, indicating the effort 
had morphed and, as we came to understand through the mapping, become 
their own. Most sessions were very small, ranging from 2–7. In one case, indi-
vidual maps were developed and triangulated with results of a small focus group.
The structured brainstorming process began with a brief introduction to com-
munity capitals and an explanation of why using the capitals gives us a way 
to be mindful of the larger context in which change occurs. In several settings, 
there was discussion about the importance of spirituality in local culture and 
everyday life, and in some cases that was added to the map as an eighth capital 
or as an amended capital of culture/spirituality. 
All maps were able to identify 
system-level changes, particularly 
related to culture and social capital.
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The actual mapping process began when par-
ticipants were asked to identify things peo-
ple do differently in each capital as a result 
of work connected to the center focus. The 
facilitator used prompts to encourage partic-
ipants to consider all the capitals. Each idea 
was added to the map in the vector associ-
ated with the identified capital, starting from 
the center and moving out. Groups then 
moved to considering how doing things 
differently impacted others or led to new 
things. The facilitator linked these additions 
to the map with the activities identified in 
the first ripple, using arrows showing direc-
tion, and locating them in the area of the 
associated capital. We were thus able to see 
how increasing assets in one capital can lead 
to increases in others. At this point, most 
maps were more densely populated in the 
intangibles: human, social, cultural, political, 
and natural capitals, indicating a number 
of transactional and transitional changes. 
Transactional changes included activities like 
expanding marketing to get more people to 
take classes. Transitional changes included 
doing interactive needs assessments on mul-
tiple locations within the reservation or requiring students to garden with elders. 
Participants then considered how these changes impacted everyday ways of 
thinking and doing, organizational and community norms and practices, and 
institutional relationships. All maps were able to identify system-level changes, 
particularly related to culture and social capital. A project in one case focused 
on integrating inclusive practices from various tribes occupying the same res-
ervation, including training everyone to say Hello in each language. They found 
this to be transformational, because it created an inclusive environment in a his-
torically conflicted situation. Finally, participants were asked to identify the most 
significant change on the map. Most participants focused on changes in ways 
people interact, support, and build on local culture and history. A few also identi-
fied finding better ways to work together across districts, organizations, cultures, 
and/or institutions. These changes were starred. 
Participants were then asked to reflect in terms of what can be learned from 
the mapping process, and to think through next steps. They were also asked to 
reflect on the process of mapping, which they found useful and respectful of their 
culture. They liked that the mapping process lifted up their voices rather than 
those of outsiders. The facilitator then asked them to consider to what extent 
highlights 
Asking participants to identify the 
most significant change and to 
identify the level of change repre-
sented in the map as transactional, 
transitional, and transforma-
tional change. 
Systems change is an incredibly 
hard thing to see when one is in 
the midst of it. The REM process 
really made systems change visible 
for participants.
challenges 
It was difficult to recruit commu-
nity members for a small project 
given already overworked staff at 
tribal colleges.
They were also asked to reflect 
on the process of mapping, 
which they found useful and 
respectful of their culture. They 
liked that the mapping process 
lifted up their voices rather than 
those of outsiders.
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they saw the changes that had occurred over the two-year period as transac-
tional, transitional, or transformational. Invariably, they were able to link small 
changes resulting from the project, and identified on the map, to larger, more 
transformational change, often in existing strategies or implementation efforts. In 
other words, small funding, without strings attached, was able to move a strategy 
or project to a tipping point that brought about transformational change. 
Final Reflections
Mapping results took some project staff and funders by surprise, as these small 
projects had seemed to drag on and on. Often, our focus on difficulties in get-
ting committees to meet, coaches to engage, and reports submitted made it 
seem like nothing was happening. And indeed, traditional evaluation approaches 
may not have uncovered the same kind of information that emerged from the 
mapping process, particularly in regard to impacts of a small grant that could be 
used as grantees chose. Maps were able to demonstrate that project resources— 
coaching, networking, and funding with no strings—did contribute to transfor-
mational change. We also found that cultural and political differences in how 
work gets done and what impact it has often obscured our understanding of 
the change process—a realization that may not be easily captured by standard 
evaluation processes and practices—and that transformational change is often 
not recognized as such without a specific process of reflection. 
Funders, participants, and the facilitator were all somewhat surprised by the 
results. In the flurry of everyday activity, they had not seen how much had 
changed and how that change process unfolded. The “aha: moment when peo-
ple saw the map and the impact of their work strengthened their commitment to 
original goals and vision and invigorated these small groups to take the work for-
ward. Without this opportunity for recognition and celebration, the actual trans-
formation loses some of its impact in building individual and collective efficacy.
figure v.1 Native-serving Colleges: Spiraling Up of Community Capital Assets 
47Part V · Examples of rem in Practice: Web Mapping 47
EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | weB mapping
Marketing Hometown 
America: Ripple Effects 
Mapping Case Study
Kenneth Sherin, SDSU Extension;  
Cheryl Burkhart-Kriesel, Nebraska Extension;  
Jodi Bruns, NDSU Extension
Program Description
Marketing Hometown America was developed as a result of two USDA funded 
research projects conducted from 2007–2012 in Nebraska, South Dakota, and 
North Dakota on rural resident recruitment and retention. New residents told 
researchers that rural communities did not promote or showcase their com-
munities in a way that matched the needs of today’s potential new residents. 
People looking to relocate to rural areas surf the web to view community web-
sites or related social media sites early in the decision-making process. The 
Internet is used as a filter—if they see a community that is interesting, they will 
dive deeper into the site and take a closer look. If the site is unappealing, poten-
tial new residents move on with their search. Unfortunately, developing and 
maintaining an engaging Internet presence at the community level may not be 
a priority, especially in very rural areas where paid staff are at a premium. This 
disconnect was the spark that launched, in 2013, the development of Marketing 
Hometown America through a grant funded by the University of Nebraska Rural 
Futures Institute. 
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Pilot communities were purposefully chosen to include diversity in population 
size and geographical location across the three-state region. They included 
Wessington Springs, Faith, and Hot Springs in South Dakota; Kimball and Neligh 
in Nebraska; and, in North Dakota, Ellendale and the High Plains Region (Adams, 
Edmore Lawton, Fairdale, Nekoma and Hampden).
The goal of the program is to help communities market themselves to improve 
new resident recruitment and retention. As community members participate in 
the program, they 1) learn what new residents are looking for as they relocate to 
a rural community, 2) discover often overlooked local assets that attract poten-
tial new residents, 3) use positive conversations to begin or expand community 
marketing, 4) create a welcoming spirit needed to attract new residents, and 5) 
build and implement a marketing action plan. 
The program follows the study circle process developed by the national organi-
zation Everyday Democracy. After a community coalition or sponsoring group 
is developed, a kickoff community event is held. Small groups or study circles 
are formed and led by locally trained facilitators. These groups of 8–10 people 
meet four times, about two and one-half hours each time, using a guidebook 
that directs participants through discussion questions and activities. After the 
fourth session the groups come together for an Action Forum, where everyone 
shares their plans and votes on their favorite parts of the plans and activities. 
Community members then volunteer to either lead or help with one of the 
future actions that were chosen.
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
Marketing Hometown America incorporates a community engagement process 
where community members interact in guided discussions focused on pro-
moting their community to potential new residents. The intended product from 
the process is the development of a community marketing plan. An evaluative 
measure could simply be whether a community completed the development 
of the plan. Originally the grant proposal’s 
program evaluation plan suggested using 
a standard focus group interview process 
to capture this specific outcome. How-
ever, the Extension professionals involved 
in the program wanted to know more—
they wanted to know how the process of 
engagement changed the community. Rip-
ple Effects Mapping appeared to be a bet-
ter technique to capture those outcomes. 
REM was chosen because it can be used to 
capture both the intended consequences 
(e.g., how the community plans to pro-
Originally the grant pro-
posal’s program evaluation 
plan suggested using a 
standard focus group inter-
view process to capture this 
specific outcome. However, 
the Extension professionals 
involved in the program 
wanted to know more—
they wanted to know how 
the process of engagement 
changed the community. 
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mote itself) and unintended consequences 
(e.g., the creation of support groups for 
soon-to-be/current new mothers that will 
impact new resident retention in the long 
term). The community is allowed to share 
what happened in an intuitive process that 
can give the community and the evaluator 
much better documentation about the 
scope of the actual changes as a result of 
the program. 
Ripple effects mapping events were also 
known to bring affirmation and create excite-
ment in the community. Some team members 
had previous experience with the process and they noted it was wonderful to 
hear community members say at the end of the session, “Look at how much we 
accomplished!” This ultimately turned the process into a unique celebratory event. 
Planning and Implementation
Community coaches from all seven Marketing Hometown America pilot com-
munities met in May, 2014, to develop the protocol and to discuss implementa-
tion details to strengthen process consistency across the pilot sites. The back-
bone of the development discussion centered around methodology created 
through consultations with Dr. Mary Emery, SDSU professor of Sociology, for 
another Extension-based community program, the Horizons Project. In addition 
to the South Dakota example, ripple effects mapping protocols were reviewed 
from Washington State University Extension and University of Minnesota Exten-
sion. The resulting Marketing Hometown America protocol differed from the 
Minnesota and South Dakota examples in that it did not 1) enter information 
into software until after the community session was conducted, and 2) include 
a listing of Community Capitals on the map as the session was being held.
The group agreed upon a set of common questions—or protocol—and 
discussed aspects of implementation to achieve a common look and feel 
across all locations in the three states. For instance, the group decided ses-
sions should be conducted in a room with tables and chairs located in a horse-
shoe shape, if possible. Two people were encouraged to facilitate each session, 
with one leading discussion and one recording ripples on butcher paper. This 
allowed participants to refer back to previous comments and see the depth and 
breadth of the conversation. After sessions were over, notes were entered into 
a mapping software program.
Listed below under each protocol step below are the questions and prompts 
available to facilitators, and facilitator notes for conducting the session. (Although 
this protocol was established, the actual mapping process varied slightly between 
highlights 
A group coding and theming 
process was developed and used to 
analyze ripple mapped data. A good 
example of mapping a program 
delivered across multiple states.
challenges 
Having different facilitators across 
groups creates coding and analysis 
challenges. Going back to discuss the 
map and data with the community is 
challenging when ripple mapping is 
conducted across multiple states.
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the facilitators. For example, there were differences in meeting space set-up, 
number of facilitators doing the mapping, and facilitator experience levels).
1. Welcome and Introductions
notes 
 ■ In several locations the session was attended by people actively 
and not actively involved in the program. Having a mix of 
perspectives contributed positively to the discussion. 
 ■ Groups varied in size from 6 to 15, and lasted between one and 
two hours.
 ■ A sign-in sheet was distributed for post-meeting follow-up.
 ■ In accordance with each state’s IRB stipulations, a formal consent 
form was sometimes required. If so, they were sent to participants 
prior to the session and signed before participating in the session. 
Facilitators collected all needed forms at the end of the session. 
2. Overview of the Session
question What is the purpose of this session? It is to document 
community progress and improve the program. 
notes
 ■ Review the mapping process, and share what the end result will 
look like.
 ■ Review the general program process. This was done instead of 
initiating a more formal appreciative inquiry approach to help 
members reflect on the entire community effort and to reduce the 
overall time commitment of participants in the mapping session.
3. Ripple Mapping Questions
questions 
 ■ What happened as a result of the Marketing Hometown 
America program?
 ■ Were there actions or efforts in the community that came about or 
were linked to the program that surprised you?
 ■ How did these actions benefit the community? 
note Listed below is a series of topics that can be used as prompts: 
 ■ Were there new resources or opportunities? Attitudes and behavior 
changes? New connections with other people or organizations? 
Changes in skills and attitudes? New businesses? More resources 
to attract businesses, retain students, attract newcomers, 
centralize communication, improve retail infrastructure and 
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tourism opportunities? Changes in leadership roles? Changes to 
preserve or enhance the region’s natural assets or parks? Changes 
in infrastructure (roads, buildings, signs)? Changes in the local 
economy? Changes in cultural events and opportunities?
Are there any final comments from participants?
One final question: do you have program suggestions for improvement?
note In South Dakota two additional questions were asked:
 ■ What changes are you seeing you seeing in community systems, 
institutions and organizations?
 ■ What do you think is the most significant change on the map?
4. Conclusion
Thank you for attending. 
notes 
 ■ Offer to share results via email or in person.
 ■ Have business cards available for those who may want to contact 
the facilitator.
Analysis Across Multiple Sites 
Coaches met with pilot communities in the fall of 2014 to start the mapping 
process, with all maps being completed by the end of November (the Marketing 
Hometown America program had ended, on average, 8–12 months prior to the 
mapping process). Stories captured on butcher paper were then entered into 
a mapping software program, XMind Pro, which generated a digitized map (as 
a PDF or JPG).
Initial ripple mapping outcomes captured from the community discussion
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Resulting maps were printed using a large format printer and brought to a 
retreat held in Pierre, South Dakota, on December 18–19, 2014. All maps were 
placed around a large meeting room in view of the ten research team members 
in attendance.
• step 1 Each coach verbally described the maps they were responsible 
for creating.
• step 2 The group brainstormed possible codes that could be used 
across maps/locations to capture all program-related actions and 
impacts. An initial list of codes was then consolidated through a 
consensus process. 
• step 3 Entries on maps were grouped using color-coded sticky 
notes. Each note also had a written word or phrase linked to each 
resulting code. 
• step 4 Codes were again reviewed, and through a process of consensus 
building the group developed a topology where themes emerged. Since 
each coach was able to present his/her ripple map, some variances 
involved in the mapping process were mitigated. 
Six themes that emerged and a sample of actions/behaviors linked to the 
theme are listed below: 
1. Marketing Actions, Intended
 ■ Entrance signs created/renovated
 ■ Videos produced showcasing the community
 ■ New logos and brands created
 ■ Group of communities banded together to develop a web presence
 ■ Social media tools developed
The research team analyzing outcomes for themes across multiple locations
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 ■ Community brochures, guidebooks, and community 
calendars created
 ■ Mailings were targeted to high school alumni
2. Amenity Improvements, Intended
 ■ Variety of visual improvements were made
 ■ Downtown murals and a depot painted
 ■ Lots cleared
3. Adult & Youth Engagement, Unintended
 ■ Increase in volunteerism
 ■ Young mothers connected to key resources
 ■ New people involved in activities; increased support for a volunteer 
fire department
 ■ Expanded recruitment of new professionals
 ■ Enhancement of community arts efforts
 ■ High school students developed a community brochure in Spanish
figure v.2 Common themes that emerged in a pilot program
Expanded 
Leadership
Expanded 
Civic Awareness/ 
Community  
Spirit
Marketing
Hometown 
America
Amenity 
Improvements
Adult & Youth 
Engagement
Increased 
Networking
Marketing 
Actions
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 ■ Youth planned and implemented a youth scavenger hunt via 
traditional methods and GPS
 ■ Playgrounds created and renovated
 ■ Summer school opportunity developed
4. Expanded Leadership, Unintended
 ■ New people stepped up to play a role and lead the Marketing 
Hometown America process
 ■ Change in the leadership continuum, with new people 
supporting/replacing traditional leadership
 ■ People saw a value to the program beyond the immediate 
marketing focus
5. Increased Networking, Unintended
 ■ Communication expanded in new and different ways
 ■ New connections made with Federal agencies, tourism boards, 
Chambers of Commerce, Economic Development groups, University 
Extension, schools, and other higher education institutions
 ■ Students from local private college began talking about staying and 
making the community their “home”
 ■ Program information was integrated into other groups producing 
several plans across the community focused on new resident 
recruitment
6. Expanded Civic Awareness/Community Spirit, Unintended
 ■ People noted a heightened sense of urgency and began to question 
the “status quo”
 ■ A “can do” perspective was strengthened
 ■ Intergenerational interaction increased during community 
improvement activities
 ■ Groups recognized a need to fill key leadership positions
 ■ The need to improve communication between organizations was 
acknowledged
 ■ Recognition that we can make 
a difference
 ■ Importance of communities 
learning from each other
It may be one of the few 
ways one can really capture 
the unintended impacts 
that happen as a result 
of community develop-
ment programming.
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Final Reflections
Upon reflection, the team felt ripple effects 
mapping offered communities a unique tool 
to document both intended and unintended 
outcomes resulting from an educational pro-
gram. They saw real strengths and advan-
tages as well as a few challenges or “future 
opportunities” in implementing this tool with 
other programs.
strengths/advantages
It is a very engaging and organic process 
that allows people to think beyond the obvi-
ous outcomes.
The process generates enthusiasm and excitement as people start documenting 
all of the things that happened as a result of the program, and actions they did 
not know about. It can pull a lot of pieces together to show an overall impact.
It may be one of the few ways one can really capture the unintended impacts 
that happen as a result of community development programming.
It is a low-cost technique that relies on a facilitator’s basic group process skills. 
From a facilitator’s perspective, it is a non-threatening approach to evaluation. 
challenges/future opportunities
Facilitators need to be comfortable with asking probing questions and allow ing 
participants to reflect. A bit of group silence can be your friend in this process.
For the purpose of a summative evaluation that covered three states and mul-
tiple pilot communities, multiple facilitators functioned well. Ideally, however, a 
single team of facilitators would bring more consistency and rigor to the effort 
and should be considered if resources are available.
It is difficult to know how long to wait following an educational program before 
initiating this process. If one begins the process too soon, outcomes can be 
missed. If one waits too long, program outcomes can be forgotten.
Most locations had participants who had been involved in the program. But in 
one location, community members who had heard about the program but had 
not participated also attended the ripple mapping session. Once new people 
understood the process and heard some of the outcomes, they added another 
perspective to the discussion. But it did require extra time for reviewing the 
program in more detail. 
“Originally I saw the ripple 
mapping process just 
as a tool for the pilot 
communities. Now, I 
can’t imagine not doing 
one in every Marketing 
Hometown American 
community. We would 
be cheating the commu-
nity out of seeing all the 
fruits of their labor—they 
would never know how 
much got accomplished 
if a ripple map was not a 
part of the process.” 
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After maps were developed, only a few locations conducted a follow-up session 
to explain them to participants or sponsoring organizations. Facilitators emailed 
results and talked informally to key stakeholders, but a more deliberate feed-
back approach should be considered. 
In a few locations, additional questions were asked: “What changes are you 
seeing in the community’s systems, institutions and organizations? and “What 
do you think is the most significant change on the map?” These questions elic-
ited additional insights.
Connecting identified ripples to the Community Capitals Framework is another 
opportunity to increase insights into the community as a whole. The additional 
facilitator skill and time needed to make those connections during the session 
may be an important trade-off in knowledge gained. 
Team members were extremely pleased with results of the ripple mapping pro-
cess. During group conversations, facilitators could see the surprise in people’s 
eyes as they began to realize the volume of actions and outcomes that were 
generated from the program. One team member commented, “This discussion 
helps to visualize their work, it becomes the art of their work in this community.” 
Another said, “Originally I saw the ripple mapping process just as a tool for the 
pilot communities. Now, I can’t imagine not doing one in every Marketing Home-
town American community. We would be cheating the community out of seeing 
all the fruits of their labor—they would never know how much got accomplished 
if a ripple map was not a part of the process.” 
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Pierce-St. Croix County 
CARES Coalition: Addressing 
Child and Family Social and 
Emotional Wellbeing
Matthew Calvert, Lori Zierl, & Stephen Small
Program Description
Addressing child maltreatment and wellbeing can be overwhelming for coun-
ties and communities, especially in times of shrinking resources. Positive change 
depends on harnessing the shared resources, commitment, and experience of 
a range of stakeholders working together toward the same goal. The Wiscon-
sin CARES initiative (Creating a Responsive and Effective System for Protecting 
and Promoting our Children’s Wellbeing), a partnership among the University 
of Wisconsin-Extension, the University of Wisconsin-Madison, county child- and 
family-serving agencies, and community leaders, sets the stage for such collab-
orative work. 
The Pierce-St. Croix (P-SC) CARES Coalition was officially formed in the summer 
of 2012 to provide leadership for the development of a comprehensive, 
science-based system of care and support for children and families customized 
to reflect local needs and strengths. Its mission is to “lead and engage a network 
of partners to advance best practices, collaborative strategies, and policies that 
promote the social-emotional (SE) wellbeing of children, youth,` and families.” The 
coalition’s stated vision is for “every child in Pierce and St. Croix Counties to grow 
up in a safe, nurturing, stable family and caring, supportive community.”
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In addition to contributions from service providers, the P-SC CARES gathered 
input from families before they set forth an action plan. UW-Extension provided 
leadership in developing and implementing a Family Needs Survey for families 
in Pierce and St. Croix Counties in November, 2012. A total of 1,334 useable 
surveys were completed, and final report findings were used to help determine 
additional program goals, directions, and actions. 
P-SC CARES has implemented a number of programs and strategies to address 
the socio-emotional needs of children and their families, with the largest 
impacts resulting from the following four initiatives:
1. A day-long educational summit titled “How are the Children? A Summit 
on the Social-Emotional Wellbeing of Children and Families in Pierce 
and St. Croix Counties,” held in the spring of 2013. The summit’s goals 
were to assess county needs and strengths, garner local interest and 
commitment to the coalition, set priorities, and provide a common 
science-based framework for understanding child socio-emotional well-
being and for taking collective community action to address identified 
needs. Over 100 professionals from family-serving organizations and 
concerned citizens from across the two sponsoring counties attended.
2. A second day-long summit titled “The Faces of ACES: A Summit on the 
Impact of Adverse Childhood Experiences on Pierce and St. Croix Coun-
ties’ Families and Providers” was held in the spring of 2015. The focus of 
this summit was on sharing the latest science in an effort to establish a 
common understanding of the problem of childhood trauma and how it 
can be most effectively addressed. Approximately 120 family profession-
als and concerned citizens attended this educational event.
3. Implementation of the Positive Solutions for Families, an 
evidence-informed parent education program developed by the Center 
on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning (CSEFEL) 
at Vanderbilt University. The program targets the social-emotional (SE) 
development of preschool children. As a result of the work of the early 
childhood workgroup, this program has grown from implementation in 
one school district to six school districts throughout the two counties, 
and there are plans for expansion.
4. The development and implementation of the Understanding Your 
Adolescent seminar. This seminar was created in response to the Family 
Needs Survey (discussed above), which indicated that many parents 
lacked knowledge about and confidence in raising teens. The adolescent 
workgroup of P-SC CARES reached out to a local child and family therapist 
who joined the coalition and developed a 3-hour Understanding Your 
Adolescent seminar. It has been piloted in three local communities with 
promising evaluation results, and grant funds will support five additional 
seminars across the two counties through the spring of 2016.
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The Decision to Use Ripple 
Effects Mapping
Wisconsin CARES incorporates the core ele-
ments of a Collective Impact (CI) approach, 
which involves a group of people from dif-
ferent sectors working together to solve a 
complex social problem with the underlying 
premise that no single organization can cre-
ate large-scale, lasting change alone. The 
approach is built on five core elements: a 
common agenda, mutually reinforcing activ-
ities, shared measures, continuous commu-
nication, and a backbone organization.
Because the coalition has been guided by 
the CI framework, many of the intended 
impacts of the shared coalition work were 
not assumed to be linear or expected to affect traditional, narrowly-focused 
behavioral outcomes. For instance, the CI approach involves creating a com-
mon agenda that not only directs coalition work, but can have an effect on how 
individual partner organizations conduct their own work. Similarly, CI encour-
ages the formation of new working relationships among members as well as 
mutually reinforcing activities that can lead to transformations in how county or 
community organizations work together to address the larger issues targeted 
by the coalition. In addition, many of the coalition’s goals focused on building 
greater community capital across a range of areas, something that can be dif-
ficult to assess by more traditional evaluation methods. Consequently, a REM 
process using a Community Capitals Framework seemed to be an excellent fit 
for assessing the types of impacts and “ripples” we hoped to generate.
This mapping evaluation was intended to illustrate the ripple effects of the vari-
ous activities and processes of the coalition in order to validate the effects of the 
coalition, demonstrate the public value of their programming, provide insights 
into strengthening existing efforts, and suggest new directions for the coalition. 
The purpose of the mapping activity was to identify and understand the indi-
vidual, group, organizational, and community changes that have taken place as a 
result of the Pierce and St. Croix CARES Coalition efforts. The REM process comple-
mented other evaluative and educational efforts. 
Finally, the participatory nature of the REM process was especially compati-
ble with the CI approach that emphasizes the value of shared work. Bringing 
coalition members together for the process made them feel like fully engaged 
partners rather than outsiders who were being evaluated. We also believed that 
their involvement in the REM process would lead to a greater likelihood that 
they would better understand and appreciate what they had accomplished 
highlights 
Provided framework for capturing 
impacts that until then had only 
been shared informally in conversa-
tions among coalition members. 
The Community Capitals Framework 
broadened the discussion in benefi-
cial ways. 
Participants built a shared under-
standing of the program’s history.
Helped them identify areas to 
expand their efforts.
challenges 
Some thought the process seemed 
mechanical until the last ripple; some 
did not participate as much as others.
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thus far as well as contribute to a 
stronger commitment to future action.
Other Evaluation Methods
Coalition events and activities have 
been evaluated individually. For exam-
ple, 34 participants in the Faces of Aces 
Summit completed an online survey 
that documented perceived changes 
resulting from the summit in their 
work with individual clients, information shared 
with colleagues, and, for many, the benefits of 
a new guiding framework. These program-level 
evaluations focused on changes in practices 
and programs.
In addition to assessing individual events and activ-
ities, the state CARES team developed the Assessing 
Coalition Progress from a Collective Impact Frame-
work survey based on the five tenets of CI. The 
instrument was adapted to meet the needs of our 
local initiatives and implemented in the beginning of 2014. We plan to conduct 
the same survey every year to assess the coalition’s progress. 
Planning and Implementation
The project team of two state Extension specialists and two county educators 
in Pierce and St. Croix contacted Extension Youth Development Specialist Matt 
Calvert to determine whether the Ripple Effects Mapping process based on the 
Community Capitals framework would help the CARES sites evaluate their com-
munity impact. Two planning meetings were held by teleconference to discuss 
the purpose and process of the evaluation.
All members of the S-C CARES coalition were invited to participate, and a total 
of 16 people actually did. The REM process was conducted in a single 3-hour 
session held in a convenient public location. Those present represented a good 
cross section of the coalition membership, and included a range of profession-
als and organizations. In addition, several new coalition members attended the 
session. While this was initially a concern, as we discuss below, their involve-
ment had several unexpected benefits.
To provide a better understanding of the process we used, we present below a 
detailed description of the agenda and the activities that were implemented to 
conduct the REM process. 
A REM process 
using a Community 
Capitals framework 
seemed to be an 
excellent fit for 
assessing the types 
of impacts and 
“ripples” we hoped 
to generate.
Wisconsin CARES incorporates 
the core elements of a Col-
lective Impact (CI) approach. 
Collective Impact involves a 
group of people from different 
sectors working together to 
solve a complex social problem 
with the underlying premise 
that no single organization 
can create large-scale, lasting 
change alone.
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appreciative inquiry (pairs or small groups)
Question: What activity, aspect, or process of the P/SC CARES Coalition has made 
the most difference or been the most significant (to you, families you work with, 
your organization, or the community?)
Ask group members to introduce themselves and share their responses, which 
are captured on a flip chart.
Level 1
Describe the mapping process.
Define Community Capitals (describe the seven: Built, Cultural, Financial, 
Human, Natural, Political, and Social, but eliminate Built and Natural from the 
activity since they are less relevant to the Coalition’s work). 
Begin mapping of Appreciative Inquiry answers from above (asking first for a 
consensus about which are the most significant), and identify capitals with the 
initial letter (e.g., H = Human).
Level 2 
Questions: How are things different as a result of each particular AI answer? 
Who else benefits directly from P/SC CARES?
Level 3
Question: How does the fact that people are doing things differently as a result 
of P/SC Co. CARES affect others?
Level 4: Systems Change
Question: What community and/or institutional changes have occurred as a 
result of the efforts of P/SC CARES?
New Opportunities/Possibilities
Use color-coded stickers so that each participant puts a sticker on:
• The most significant finding,
• The most connection to other people or 
organizations
• A place to expand
Discuss.
Summation
Question: Which of the things that we have 
talked about today have the most value to the 
community? (State specialist observers added 
comments after participants have shared.)
The participatory nature 
of the REM process was 
especially compatible 
with the CI approach 
that emphasizes the 
value of shared work. 
Bringing coalition 
members together for 
the process made them 
feel like fully engaged 
partners rather than 
outsiders who were 
being evaluated. 
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Use answers to direct process of:
• Framing the issue for that specific stakeholder
• Identifying where to go next
Matt Calvert facilitated the Ripple Effects Mapping process. Calvert is highly 
experienced in the process, having facilitated numerous REMs over the past five 
years. He captured the conversation for participants on large sheets of paper, 
and two observers (state specialists involved in the statewide leadership of the 
CARES project) kept notes to capture more detailed responses and quotations 
from participants. Because non-coalition members facilitated and documented 
the REM process, the local coalition leaders (the county Extension Family Living 
Educators from the participating counties) were able to be fully involved in the 
process and contribute their insights and observations as coalition members.
Participants proposed several coalition efforts that might be a focus for the 
ripple mapping process, and we decided to take several in turn, starting with 
a recent broad community training effort. This was chosen because it was of 
interest as a recent experience and because the ACES summit involved a broad 
community cross-section. We added two other coalition efforts identified in 
the initial appreciative inquiry process (a Pos-
itive Solutions program focused on parents 
and an Understanding Your Adolescent seminar 
focused on broadening the child well-being 
discussion beyond early childhood) to diver-
sify the conversation during the second half of 
the session.
Some reported that the process seemed a 
little mechanical, putting up ideas that were 
self-evident to most in the group, particularly 
The community impact 
focused on building 
integrated systems to 
support families that go 
beyond any individual 
program, but are built 
on the networks, trust, 
and shared resources of 
coalition members. 
Participants in the cares coalition review the ripple map 
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when discussing the immediate program outcomes. The interest level appeared 
higher when discussing the last ripple of community change and thinking about 
outcomes other than human capital and knowledge outcomes that have been 
the explicit focus of coalition efforts and other evaluation processes.
The community impact focused on building integrated systems to support fam-
ilies that go beyond any individual program, but are built on the networks, trust, 
and shared resources of coalition members. Participants recognized that social 
capital development among providers from different sectors and communities 
has facilitated increasingly substantial collaborative efforts. The second major 
focus was on changes in social norms, in particular the change in the framing of 
programming focused on adolescents, from being “too late to have much impact” 
to being “vital to their positive development.” There has been so much emphasis 
and attention given to the early years being so critical to positive child outcomes 
that parents and providers alike often overlook the needs of adolescents until 
they become problematic; members of the CARES Coalition have refocused on 
supports for adolescents’ positive development.
Participation was well-distributed, with a good 
balance of members offering their input and 
comments. Some of the newer members of 
the coalition spoke less, but reported after-
wards that they found listening to the discus-
sion informative and that it helped to energize 
them about the work of the coalition. The 
newer participants also reinforced the power of 
the coalition’s reputation and strength of part-
nerships, which they reported were perceived 
as a tangible asset in systems like Public Health 
The second major focus 
was on changes in 
social norms, in par-
ticular the change in 
the framing of pro-
gramming focused 
on adolescents, from 
being “too late to have 
much impact” to being 
“vital to their positive 
development.” 
Participants vote for the most significant finding, the strongest connection 
to other people or organizations, and places to expand the work
 64    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
as well as among political leaders seeking to reduce duplication and increase 
effectiveness of services.
Final Reflections
The REM process provided a structure that placed comments we have heard 
during informal conversations about coalition progress and impact into a more 
systematic format. This provided another type of evidence to draw upon in doc-
umenting the outcomes of the coalition’s work. In particular, the process rein-
forced the public value of the work being done through coalition efforts. Using 
the Community Capitals framework helped to broaden the discussion about 
impact to include social networks and cultural shifts in addition to the changes in 
treatment and prevention practices that are most evident to coalition members. 
The process helped to communicate the impact of the coalition to new audi-
ences and led to a renewed commitment to public education based on the 
successful cultural shifts observed from past efforts. Some of the newest mem-
bers participated and learned about the history of the coalition and its efforts 
to date, and reportedly became more energized and committed to the effort. 
In addition, the state specialists who acted as observers heard firsthand from 
local coalition members and learned more about the coalition’s activities and 
successes. Further, as a result of the REM process, the group identified places to 
expand their efforts. In particular, the process helped identify other sectors and 
groups where the work and successes of the coalition should be shared. Some 
of these (e.g., schools and businesses) were also identified as potential partners 
and stakeholders who should be sought out and invited to join the coalition. In 
sum, participants found the REM process to be valuable in increasing attention 
to shifts in conceptualizing issues and community-level change while building 
energy among participants as they planned future educational efforts.
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Turning the Tide on Poverty:  
Exploring REM in the Context 
of Civic Engagement
Rachel Welborn
Program Description
Turning the Tide on Poverty (Tide) was developed in 2009 by a regional 
team of land-grant Extension and research professionals in the South 
along with a number of key partners, including the Kettering Foundation, 
Everyday-Democracy, and the Farm Foundation. The project was designed to 
aid local citizens in finding their voices in matters of importance to them in 
their communities. Modeling the program after the successful Horizons initia-
tive conducted in the nation’s northwestern region (Herrera and Hoelting, 2010), 
Tide was built around a community (study) circles model in which citizens from 
all walks of life were invited to engage in a five-week series of dialogues culmi-
nating in an Action Forum during which top priorities were identified. From the 
Forum, action teams were formed from the volunteer citizens who had taken 
part in the dialogue, generating a truly citizen-led initiative.
Over the next four years, Tide took shape in eight of the South’s 13 states. Given 
that the topic for the community dialogue was poverty, sites for the project 
were all rural with a 20% or greater poverty rate. 
The Tide process, in short, begins with a kick-off event in which community 
members are encouraged to attend and learn about the process. Participants are 
invited to this event through a broad spectrum of avenues, intentionally seeking 
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to reach many different sectors of the community. A diverse group of citizens 
serving on a planning team shape the invitation methods for each community. 
At the close of the event, those who wish to participate select a small group to 
join for the five weeks that follow. During those weeks, each of the small groups 
meets and examines a set of discussion questions from a common guidebook. 
During the last session, each small group identifies its top three ideas for helping 
the community address concerns around poverty in the community. All circles 
then join together for an Action Forum, during which each group shares its three 
ideas. Through a prioritization process, the Action Forum participants collectively 
select the top ideas on which to act. Action teams composed of community vol-
unteers then take responsibility for moving the ideas to reality.
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
Civic engagement efforts create unique impact measurement challenges. 
Deciding what counts as success is often contested, and finding the right mea-
surement approach can be difficult. However, REM seemed well suited for the 
challenge of determining the impact of Tide, whose predominant mission was 
to improve civic engagement efforts that lead to meaningful citizen-led actions. 
This open-ended approach gave flexibility to capture the variety of outcomes 
that civic engagement may foster. Additionally, since these were all high pov-
erty, struggling communities, more traditional evaluation methods such as sur-
veys or other formal assessments may have held too academic a feel for this 
more grassroots effort. In many of these locations, some participants lacked 
a formal education, which might have potentially led to feelings of intimida-
tion with the more academic approaches. Finally, the inclusive nature of REM 
was a natural fit to the environment Tide helped 
to generate. Both Tide and REM invite active 
involvement of all participants on an equal plane 
and center on the importance of dialogue.
During the initiation of Tide, focus groups and 
key informant interviews were conducted to 
establish a baseline understanding of the com-
munities in which Tide was being launched. Thus, 
in addition to REM, researchers reached out to 
those who had participated in these earlier con-
nections for a follow-up interview. While not all 
of the individuals were still living in the commu-
nities, those who were provided a comparative 
backdrop for the REM results.
Planning and Implementation
For this project, the purpose of the REM session 
was to document impacts of Turning the Tide on 
Since these were all 
high poverty, strug-
gling communities, 
more traditional eval-
uation methods such 
as surveys or other 
formal assessments 
may have held too 
academic a feel for 
this more grassroots 
effort. In many of 
these locations, some 
participants lacked 
a formal education, 
which might have 
potentially led to 
feelings of intimida-
tion with the more 
academic approaches. 
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Poverty. Thus, “Tide” was the center circle. 
For most of the selected communities, Tide 
had been conducted at least two years from 
the time of the REM session. 
REM was selected as the Tide team began 
to learn about how the Horizons team was 
evaluating their work. The Tide team learned 
of the process from Horizons coaches, and, 
given that the roots of Tide are in Horizons, 
the Tide team decided to mirror the REM pro-
cess for the sake of comparison. Mary Emery, 
of South Dakota State University, trained the 
Tide team on the “web mapping” process 
used in their communities.
Not all of the Tide communities participated 
in REM. As initial outreach to the Tide coaches, 
typically County Extension Agents, occurred, a number of factors prohibited con-
ducting REM in some communities. For instance, in some places, the Tide coach 
was no longer in that community, making connections to the project originators 
difficult or impossible. In other places, the funding time constraints of the REM 
event did not fit within the timing of the target community. Finally, some of the 
communities that had initiated Tide had not seen much success, according to the 
Tide coaches. However, for those places, the Tide team did follow through with 
interviews and focus groups where possible, but did not conduct the REM assess-
ment. In the end, six communities were selected for REM. 
Within these Tide communities, the local Extension agent who had served as 
the community’s coach led the REM participation. The Tide research team asked 
the coach to reach out to community members who had, at some point, played 
a significant role in Tide. These could be people who assisted in planning, were 
circle facilitators or action team members, or played any other role that contrib-
uted to the success of the process. For some of the communities, identification 
of these individuals was a simple process as some of the key contributors were 
continuing to meet together, supporting ongoing work that flowed from Tide. 
For other communities where ongoing work was lest centralized, the coach was 
responsible for reaching out to participants.
REM was conducted in a single session in each of the six communities selected. 
The protocol used for each session was identical, and one individual from the Tide 
team (the author) was able to attend all six sessions, serving as the recorder. This 
provided one level of assurance that the maps could be compared. 
As each session began, participants were encouraged to visit in small groups 
of two to three persons to brainstorm actions that took place as a result of 
highlights 
A less academic approach to evalu-
ation, which works better for some 
audiences—more participatory. REM 
was coherent with the inclusive 
philosophy of the program. People 
didn’t realize all they had accom-
plished until seeing it all together 
on a map. The value of visualization! 
SRDC is integrating REM into evalu-
ating other Extension programs.
challenges 
Some initial disagreements about 
whether Tide had been at the 
root of some actions offered by 
participants. Participants sometimes 
disagreed about which community 
capitals were most relevant.
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Tide. Given that the actual process had been conducted two or more years 
previously, this time of reflection seemed to help participants gather important 
thoughts and details. After the moments of reflection, the facilitator gave a brief 
overview of the REM process and explained the Community Capitals that were 
written around the edges of the map paper. With “Tide” as the center “pebble” 
in the map, participants were asked to share actions resulting from Tide that 
they had brainstormed in the first few minutes. The facilitator began placing 
these on the first circle, or ripple, out from Tide nearest to the capital that the 
action built. Once all of the actions were documented in the first circle, partici-
pants were asked to think about who benefited from each action and how they 
benefited. These responses were documented in the second ripple out, drawing 
lines from the action and to the capital that was built in the process. The third 
ripple was in response to the question “What changes are you seeing in the 
community as a result of Tide and the actions we have mapped so far?” Again, 
these responses were charted near the capital that was being described or built. 
Finally, participants were asked to identify the most significant change(s) on the 
map. These responses were marked with a star.
The session took place over the span of about 90 minutes in each location. During 
this time, participants in each site seemed to be mostly in agreement with the 
items suggested at each level. However, on a few occasions, participants dis-
agreed on whether a particular item was attributable to Tide. For instance, if an 
action took place that was not directly established at the Action Forum, partici-
pants sometimes had to trace the action back to its roots to determine whether 
or not Tide had been there. In some cases, one or more participant could clearly 
trace that pathway back. However, in other cases, the path was not as clear, or 
another initiative or organization was given credit for the suggested action. If 
the group did not definitively agree to Tide as the starting point to an action, all 
groups agreed to leave it off the maps, resolving any disagreements on this level. 
figure v.3 Mapping template
Cultural
Human
Social Political
Financial
Built
Natural
Tide
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The only other type of disagreement that sur-
faced in the process was in determining which 
of the Community Capitals a particular action 
or impact built. In these cases, participants 
were asked to talk about how they saw the 
action or impact building the capitals. In most 
of these cases, they presented clear evidence 
showing how an action/impact had actually 
built more than one capital, resulting simply 
in multiple arrows showing the connections. 
In a few cases, the group decided together 
that the action had more clearly supported one capital over another. In all of 
these cases, the participants were led to examine and determine their own 
resolutions to disagreements so that anything on the final map reflected only 
the action and impacts on which the participants agreed. This collaborative 
process made for a climate of congeniality as people reflected on a common 
past. Additionally, they gained a deep familiarity with the Community Capitals 
Framework as a way to think about the impacts of Tide in their communities.
As the sessions came to a close, the facilitator asked participants to consider 
what the logical next steps might be, whether that was sharing the map or con-
sidering actions that might build upon the documented steps. At least three of 
the groups scheduled a meeting to showcase their maps to stakeholders in the 
community. These meetings took different shapes, ranging from a formal lunch 
to an informal reconvening of Tide planners and stakeholders who were not 
able to join the REM session. Some of the sessions led to immediate discussions 
of next steps to advance the documented work. Across the communities, par-
ticipants reported they had no idea how much they had collectively achieved 
until seeing it all on the map together. REM had enormous value in helping com-
This collaborative process 
made for a climate of 
congeniality as people 
reflected on a common 
past. Additionally, they 
gained a deep familiarity 
with the community 
capitals framework as 
a way to think about 
the impacts of Tide in 
their communities.
Selmont, Alabama ripple map
 70    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
munities gain a greater appreciation for 
their own accomplishments.
In each of the six communities, the 
actual Ripple Map was left in the hands 
of the community members. The facilita-
tors took pictures of the map to ensure 
that the details were captured for later 
analysis and also took pictures of the 
map with the participants to document participation. However, the map was 
given to the community as a record of its work. Participants seemed to value this 
gift as discussions of where to display it and how to preserve and share it ensued. 
Analysis of the map involved coding of the various ripples by community capitals. 
A simple matrix was designed that allowed for the number of actions or impacts 
by capital to be counted and documented. Additionally, attention was given to 
the items that the community most valued (most significant change). These were 
sorted by ripple as well as by capital, providing some sense of how community 
change happened and where these places were most affected by Tide.
Final Reflections
As used in Tide, REM provides a number of key benefits to program evaluation. 
As noted above, some of the participants in the Tide communities had limited 
literacy. Yet the REM process allowed all participants to contribute equally, a 
significant benefit for working with low literacy audiences. Additionally, partic-
ipants reported the process to be engaging and beneficial as they began to see 
the mapping of their efforts unfold. Too, given that all the action and impacts 
documented on the map were theirs, ownership of the process was strong.
REM seems to be a particularly effective tool in documenting initiatives that are 
of a grassroots or organic nature where the actions and outcomes are planned 
Across the communities, 
participants reported they 
had no idea how much they 
had collectively achieved 
until seeing it all on the map 
together. REM had enormous 
value in helping communities 
gain a greater appreciation for 
their own accomplishments.
Choctaw County, Mississippi rem participants
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along the way rather than being a known goal at the onset. Additionally, the 
process itself creates a deliverable, a picture of the community’s work together. 
This tangible product seems to validate the community’s work and also spur 
new ideas and energy.
One lesson learned in the process came from communities that were not 
mapped. In a number of these places, previous evidence from coaches’ reports 
indicated that significant accomplishments took place. However, because REM 
was introduced so long past the initiating event, important connections to 
individuals who knew the story of how Tide had unfolded within the com-
munity were lost. Thus, evaluators should be careful to consider the timing of 
REM relative to the process being evaluated. If the map falls too close to the 
program’s initiation, the various ripples may be underdeveloped. Yet moving 
the process too far out may mean that the linkages among the various out-
comes and impacts are lost. While a perfect answer may not exist, for Tide, a 
one-year window would probably have been adequate to begin to capture 
robust impacts while still having adequate ties to the people who knew the 
connections. Possibly, follow-up sessions on an annual basis could continue to 
develop the REM content.
Overall, REM provides an engaging process resulting in a visual picture of the 
important impacts resulting from a particular program. It is particularly well 
suited to civic engagement processes like Tide, where the start to finish plan 
cannot be foreseen at the initiation of the project given that the participants 
themselves set the course along the way. 
Because of these experiences with REM, the Southern Rural Development Center 
has integrated REM into other programs for use in the coming year as an evalu-
ation tool. The same protocol used for Tide will be used in these other settings 
to further explore the ways in which Cooperative Extension investments change 
lives and communities
Selmont, Alabama rem participants
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | weB mapping
Youth/Adult Partnerships  
Impacting Rural Poverty:  
The Case of Lamar, Missouri
Steven A. Henness and Mary Jo Moncheski
Program Description
Lamar, Missouri is a small rural community—and birthplace of President Harry 
S. Truman—on the edge of the Ozark region in southwest Missouri. The com-
munity participated as a site in the USDA Rural Youth Development program, 
beginning in 2010 and finishing in 2014.
The USDA program, National 4-H Engaging Youth Serving Community (EYSC), pro-
vided seed funding and a model for youth and adult leadership development 
and community engagement toward improved quality of life. Through EYSC, 
young people and adult leaders worked together to expand civic engagement 
in their rural community and to build capacity for involving more members of 
the community. 
Community forums were an initial step in the project cycle. Youth team mem-
bers learned to facilitate public forums and guided other youth and community 
members in discussing concerns, identifying an issue, weighing options, and 
determining a strategy for impact. A leadership team made up of 4-H youth, 
adults, and organizational allies was formed to ensure support and buy-in for 
the creation, implementation, and evaluation of action plans. 
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The Lamar community’s primary identified 
need was addressing a growing poverty 
rate adversely affecting families and edu-
cational and developmental opportunities 
for youth. The leadership team set goals to 
raise awareness of poverty in the community 
and to support youth-led initiatives aimed 
at reversing poverty and creating economic 
opportunity for youth and families.
The Barton County EYSC project in Lamar 
joined forces with local community orga-
nizations to address the issue of pov-
erty. Core team youth applied leadership 
skills and knowledge learned through 4-H 
and three high school classes to conduct 
service-learning projects with local organiza-
tions targeting the needs of those affected by poverty (pre-school children, food 
insecure students, young victims of homeless/domestic abuse, veterans and 
disabled elders, and sheltered workshop employees). Through school backpacks, 
community food drives, community gardens, cooking classes, financial literacy 
programs for children, and outreach to farmers and agriculture organizations, 
core team projects built human and social capital among 4-H, schools, and com-
munity groups, and boosted the level of community response and collaboration 
around ending poverty.
Results included impacts on the lives of target audiences, as well as young peo-
ple and adults developing a more positive attitude toward the role of youth in 
the community. Barton County EYSC projects catalyzed the community in gen-
erating over $34,000 in food and financial resources to support groups adversely 
affected by poverty. The community contributed over $325,000 in cash, in-kind, 
and time value resources to projects, a return on investment of nearly $30 
for every dollar spent in federal funds. One youth, due to her leadership and 
involvement with the core team, went on to serve on the National 4-H Healthy 
Living Task Force. Three core team youth received youth leadership awards, and 
Lamar was recognized as the community of the year by the Missouri Commu-
nity Betterment program. 
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
The Ripple Effects Mapping method was applied as part of an evaluation toolkit 
for communities participating in EYSC. A key rationale for using this method 
was building community by bringing youth and adult leaders and stakeholders 
together to talk about the issue, the strategy, the work, and the impacts on 
the community. The mapping was co-facilitated once a year by a state core 
team of University of Missouri 4-H faculty, students, and youth trainers. (Teens 
highlights 
Youth co-facilitated. Mapping 
done three years in a row. Allowed 
participants to identify connections 
between various elements of the 
program. Youth co-facilitators 
encouraged youth participation.
challenges 
Communities not compared 
with each other. Needed a 
“think-pair-share” step to equal-
ize participation. Group energy 
wanes by the third ripple. Map is 
messy and can be hard to decipher. 
Different facilitators for different 
communities—impacted compara-
bility of the data.
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co-facilitated the mapping process with Exten-
sion faculty.) The team shared facilitation in 
order to model youth-adult partnerships and 
to create a setting in which community youth 
and adult voices could be shared and heard 
on equal terms. This approach differed from 
what community participants had previously 
experienced. Another benefit of mapping was 
the visual nature of the process, which allowed 
the group to see the ripple effect impacts they 
were having on their community through their 
antipoverty projects and to make connections 
between various elements of the program 
which may not have been as apparent with 
reflective discussions or other methods.
Evaluation also included a leadership skills sur-
vey of all active youth and adult core team members and a project outcomes 
survey completed by two adults and two youth. Both surveys were part of an 
evaluation toolkit and methodology for EYSC grantees. The evaluation approach 
aimed to measure human and social capital development among community 
core team members, as well as collect data on intermediate outcomes such as 
changes in community attitudes, practices, and policies.
Planning and Implementation
The University of Missouri state core team facilitated Ripple Effects Mapping 
with Lamar and other EYSC communities annually over three years. Communi-
ties were encouraged to compare their mapping results with the previous year‘s 
results to see how their efforts and impact grew and evolved. Because EYSC 
community projects were so different, mapping results were not compared 
between communities. 
Community core teams determined the focus of each ripple effects map. At 
the beginning of the mapping session, this was written at the center of the 
ripple map in their words. The Lamar group’s mapping remained focused on 
addressing the root causes of poverty throughout the program cycle.
Mapping participants included 4-H teen leaders, adults who were often in dual 
roles as parents and school and community organization leaders, and agency 
directors partnering on projects. These stakeholders were recruited through 
existing relationships with Barton County 4-H and collectively made up the 
community core team.
The Ripple Effects Mapping process, excerpted from the EYSC Evaluation Toolkit, 
included the following steps.
Through school back-
packs, community 
food drives, commu-
nity gardens, cooking 
classes, financial literacy 
programs for children, 
and outreach to farmers 
and agriculture orga-
nizations, core team 
projects built human 
and social capital 
among 4-H, schools, 
and community groups 
and boosted the level 
of community response 
and collaboration 
around ending poverty.
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step 1 Write the name of the project activity 
the group chose in the middle of a large piece 
of poster board or flipchart paper. The titles 
of each of the seven community capitals are 
written around the outside of the paper. Briefly 
review the Community Capitals Framework, 
which was introduced during initial community 
core training. 
step 2 Have the group brainstorm answers to 
the following questions:
• How are things different as a result of 
our activity?
• What are people doing differently as 
a result of our activity? (Continue to 
brainstorm other results after the initial 
examples have been shared.)
• Ask the group which capital(s) fits best with the answers to the 
brainstorming statements.
• Add a capital letter denoting the Community Capital in front of 
the statement.
step 3 Draw arrows connecting the resulting word group from Step 2 to a com-
munity capital. Some may fit into two capitals. This is your first ripple.
step 4 Next ask the group the following questions:
• Who benefits from the project and how? How does the fact that people 
are doing things differently make a difference?
• Write the answers with a new color of marker in a second ring around 
the middle. This is the second ripple in the pond. 
step 5 Relate the answers to the second set of questions (Step 4) to the 
answers to the first set of questions in Step 2 to elicit ideas. Be sure to draw the 
second set of arrows in a new color to the capitals that relate to those answers. 
Sometimes one answer may relate to more than one capital. Sometimes one 
answer may relate to more than one capital.
step 6 Next, move on to the third and last ripple. The answers that make up 
the last ring or ripple are from the question: “As a result of the mapping you 
have done so far, what changes do you see in the way community groups and 
institutions do things?” Draw the arrows to the related capitals to create the 
third ripple.
The mapping was 
co-facilitated once a 
year by a state core 
team of University of 
Missouri 4-H faculty, 
students, and youth 
trainers. (Teens co-fa-
cilitated the mapping 
process with Extension 
faculty.) The team 
shared facilitation in 
order to model youth-
adult partnerships and 
to create a setting in 
which community 
youth and adult voices 
could be shared and 
heard on equal terms. 
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step 7 Once the third ripple is completed, look at the map as a whole group 
and reflect on the answers for each of the ripples. Ask the group to decide 
which change or impact was most significant and indicate that activity with a 
star (or two). Have the group think about whether they can expand the story 
so others will be convinced of the significance of this impact. Discuss ways the 
group can gather further evidence of impact. Discuss ways you will share the 
impact results you have for your project.
step 8 Gather everyone around the map to take a picture.
step 9 Record the data from the mapping process and share back with 
the group. 
The facilitator team varied slightly each time mapping was conducted, but over-
all was made up of two Extension faculty, two college students, and three 4-H 
teens. The materials used for mapping included the EYSC resource guide and 
evaluation toolkit materials. Microsoft Excel was the software used to compile 
mapping results and share back with the community.
Overall, the observed dynamic among participants and between participants 
and facilitators was engaging, positive, and energizing. The majority of the 
discussion involved participants agreeing with each other’s points, echoing 
or restating observations, and, most importantly, building off of each other’s 
statements to further develop and branch each ripple. Facilitators did not expe-
rience disagreements or conflicts between participants. The process allowed for 
organic discovery, created a-ha moments, and caused participants to remark 
how they were seeing the project and themselves in a new light. 
Outcomes of the mapping process influenced the group’s direction. Originally, 
the biggest impact the group identified was “people’s needs being met,” and 
A 2011 photo of the first of several Ripple Effects Mapping sessions 
with Lamar youth-adult partnership over several years. 
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this was reflected in more of the “band-aid” 
approaches they took initially. Later, after 
the group had finished several projects that 
took on more of a long-term preventative 
approach to poverty, the group identified 
“organizations collaborating together” as 
the biggest impact. The mapping process 
supported the community core team in 
going deeper into the issue and becoming 
more complex in their thinking on strat-
egies. The community core team began 
to see itself and redefine its purpose on a 
broader scale, which led to new ideas such 
as creating a communitywide resource 
directory for low-income families and 
supporting families and institutions with 
growing more of their own food vs. donating 
food collected through drives. This may have never happened without the 
mapping experience.
Following the mapping session, the map remained with the community core 
team. State core team members took photos of the map and with these cre-
ated a spreadsheet of the results, which was also shared back with the commu-
nity. The map continues to be used as a reference for the community core team 
in terms of revisiting its strategy and creating an action plan. It also served as a 
focus for follow-up conversations the state core team had with the community.
Final Reflections
Adults and youth sharing facilitation worked well. Having youth work with 
adults in visible leadership roles, whether recording ripples or asking questions, 
engaged other youth and adult participants on a higher level than if adult facil-
itators worked alone. If we had it to do over, we would do a think-pair-share 
step prior to asking the group to identify the core theme. This would result in 
getting all participants talking at the outset (rather than just the vocal ones) and 
set the tone for more robust responses to the ripple questions.
One key in planning is to determine how the group will use the results of 
the mapping. While the process works essentially the same regardless of the 
intended use, how facilitators process results with the group would look differ-
ent depending on whether the goal is identifying outcomes for data collection, 
revisiting the action plan, or seeking validation of the existing strategy. Another 
key in planning is to allot enough time for groups to fully complete the process 
(45-90 minutes). A rushed map is not a complete map, and will be of diminished 
use. At the same time, facilitators should keep the process moving forward. We 
observed that group energy tends to decline by the time groups reach the third 
The majority of the 
discussion involved 
participants agreeing 
with each other’s points, 
echoing or restating 
observations, and, most 
importantly, building off 
of each other’s statements 
to further develop and 
branch each ripple.... 
The process allowed for 
organic discovery, created 
a-ha moments, and 
caused participants to 
remark how they were 
seeing the project and 
themselves in a new light.
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ripple question. Facilitators should be 
prepared to refocus and re-energize the 
group if the process goes longer than 
one hour. 
The strengths of Ripple Effects Mapping 
are in how it allows mixed groups 
(youth and adults) to participate 
together in evaluation of community 
projects. It is highly visual and allows 
participants to see the ripples of their 
work on various sectors of the com-
munity. It is highly effective in helping 
groups understand community-level outcomes and how they were attained. 
One limitation may be the messiness of the resulting map, which can be dif-
ficult for participants and outsiders to decipher or understand in terms of the 
complex relationships between variables. However, outsiders seemed intrigued 
by this, particularly when they pick up on the enthusiasm of those who partici-
pated in the process and are eager to break it all down.
Ripple-effects mapping is being included as an integral part of a “Community 
Capitals for Kids” toolkit being developed Missouri 4-H. We can envision it being 
used in the future with 4-H service-learning groups, as well as any community 
working with youth-adult partnerships.
The strengths of Ripple Effects 
Mapping are in how it allows 
mixed groups (youth and 
adults) to participate together 
in evaluation of community 
projects. It is highly visual and 
allows participants to see the 
ripples of their work on various 
sectors of the community. 
It is highly effective in 
helping groups understand 
community-level outcomes 
and how they were attained. 
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PART VI
Examples of REM in Practice: 
In-Depth Rippling
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | in-depth rippling
Looking at the Outcomes of a 
Coalition from Three Perspectives
Rebecca Sero & Debra Hansen
Program Description
The Northeast Washington Hunger Coalition (the Coalition) was created in 2012 
to “resolve the issue of hunger in our community.” Since the Chief Executive 
of Providence Health–Stevens County put forth that directive, fourteen food 
banks and nine dedicated community organization partners have been working 
together to get more healthy food in the homes of hungry families. The Coali-
tion is a nonprofit 501(c)3 in rural Northeast Washington working towards stabi-
lizing and strengthening the emergency food system while working to address 
the root causes of hunger in rural communities.
The pounds of new food delivered, number of clients served, or amount of dollars 
invested as a result of this new coalition are easy numbers to collect—but do they 
tell the whole story?
The Coalition develops, coordinates, and helps fund initiatives that included the 
following outcomes in 2015:
• Served 15,407 documented individuals (5,607 households)
• Delivered 264,649 pounds of fresh produce through partner agreements
• Purchased or gleaned 17,990 pounds of fresh produce from local farmers
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• Helped five community gardens grow 
food for their local food banks
• Developed Plant-a-Row programs for 
community members to participate
• Supported healthy eating and summer 
nutrition educational opportunities
• Increased food bank volunteer 
effectiveness, efficiency, and training
• Found funding for additional 
refrigeration needs
The challenges of “resolving hunger” involve 
understanding individual and community 
perspectives while building the capacity, 
skills, and knowledge of the people who work 
to improve this system.
The Decision to Use 
Ripple Effects Mapping
As a relatively new nonprofit, the NEW Hunger Coalition has focused on building 
initiatives identified through their goals, with the primary two being “we need 
more fresh fruits and vegetables” and “we need more refrigeration.” Staff have 
not taken the time to deploy any methods of evaluation for the work they have 
done since its inception. 
The Coalition does track some data, but it is output-focused, with the intent to 
use data for grant reports. As a result, information such as the number of clients 
served and pounds of food donated or gleaned are collected and reported. How-
ever, this information tells only a small part of the story. There are so many pieces 
to the Coalition that it is difficult to frame a holistic perception of “who they are.” 
Previous strategic planning efforts have indicated a need to diversify the port-
folio of donors and foundations that support this work. As part of its effort to 
better understand its current impact and future direction, the Coalition decided 
to undergo another strategic planning process and created a committee to 
spearhead the effort. This strategic planning process revealed that the Coalition 
was moving from a formation group to a mid-level group (Nichols, Riffe, Pick, 
Kaczor, Nix, & Faulkner-Van Deysen, 2014). This understanding led the commit-
tee to recognize that it would be a beneficial time to conduct a more involved 
evaluation of the Coalition’s impacts; they felt they needed to be able to cap-
ture the breadth and depth of the outcomes the Coalition has achieved. 
highlights 
Three perspectives of one coalition 
provide a view that demonstrates 
similarities and differences from 
each of the groups, which creates 
a more complete picture of the 
value proposition. Including all 
three involved groups resulted in 
a contextual and holistic picture 
of the Coalition impact. Focusing 
on only one of these perspec-
tives would have resulted in a 
significant amount of information 
not collected.
challenges 
There are several participants 
engaged in the multiple roles 
within the Coalition. As a result, 
they attended more than one REM 
session, resulting in some duplica-
tive reporting of impacts.
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After considering a variety of evaluation options, the Coalition chose to use Rip-
ple Effects Mapping. Electing to use REM for their evaluation provided Coalition 
members with a participatory evaluation tool that was low in cost and high in 
engagement. It enabled multiple participants to come together at one time, 
and was useful in gathering information from multiple levels of understanding 
of the organization. Additionally, the use of Appreciative Inquiry within REM 
meant that the Coalition could collect a broad array of affirmatively focused 
information. This served to re-energize and create excitement within its board, 
staff, and members, as the Coalition made plans for the future. Finally, given 
the complexity of coalition work, using REM was an ideal method to meet the 
challenge of evaluating a system that has many partners and moving pieces 
within it.
Planning and Implementation
At previously discussed, the Coalition has been an ongoing initiative within the 
region for nearly four years. Its outputs, such as pounds of food donated, have 
been documented and have demonstrated that the Coalition has increased the 
amount of food available in the region. However, there have been no additional 
attempts to evaluate the Coalition’s work, including its impact beyond food 
donations. The intent of using REM, therefore, was to determine other ways in 
which the Coalition has affected the region.
To gain the most accurate information, three REM sessions were held: one with 
the Board of the Coalition, one with the staff, and one with Coalition members. 
This was done to determine if the positive outcomes, engaged work, and mes-
saging were common across all three Coalition entities. If not, staff would use 
the information gathered to identify where the unique perspectives revealed 
the value proposition to clients as well as funders.
The process for each of the three REM ses-
sions was similar in format. Debra Hansen 
facilitated each session, while support staff 
took electronic notes. The sessions were each 
approximately 90 minutes long, with 60 min-
utes devoted to the mapping of the ripples. 
The protocol for each session included the 
following components:
1. Introductions and Establishing 
Ground Rules (5 minutes) 
Each person in the room was asked 
to introduce themselves and state 
their relationship to the group. 
The critical part of this 
project was conducting 
three Ripple Effects Map-
pings of the members, the 
staff, and the board, in 
order to gather the unique 
perspective of each crit-
ical aspect of the coalition. 
Using information gained 
through the Ripple Effects 
Mapping, the Board of the 
Coalition has prioritized 
building group capacity 
and empowering indi-
vidual food bank leaders. 
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During this time, participants were also advised of the ground rules for 
the process, which included such items as each member of the group 
feeling free to share; it is important to avoid interrupting; being respect-
ful of others’ stories is expected; and so forth.
2. Brief Overview of the Session and Objectives (2 minutes)
The participants were provided with a brief overview about why they 
had been invited to participate and the intent of the REM session. 
For each session, this included information similar to the following: 
The Washington State University Extension staff is leading an impact 
mapping evaluation project to better understand the ripple effect of 
the Northeast Washington Hunger Coalition. As you may be aware, 
this group is currently working through a strategic planning process. 
This mapping evaluation provides a method of illustrating to stake-
holders the ripple effects of these programs, validating the effects of 
the programs, and creating stronger support and public value. The 
purpose of this process is to explore the overall regional impacts that 
have taken place since the formation of the Coalition in 2012. The 
information shared today will be used to inform decisions about the 
future of the Coalition. Your participation is greatly appreciated.
3. Appreciative Inquiry Interview (10 minutes)
First, participants were asked to find a partner and share a story about 
their participation in the Coalition. This piece, the “Appreciative Inquiry” 
conversation, served as an icebreaker. It enabled participants to begin 
talking and thinking about their connection to the Coalition. The same 
set of Appreciative Inquiry questions were used for all three sessions. 
Examples of the questions included:
A. List any achievements or successes the Coalition has had.
B. Is there anything you are proud to share? Cost savings? New ways 
to work? Telling others about what you have achieved?  
The Appreciative Inquiry process was concluded when the session facil-
itator could sense the dynamic of the room shifting from discussion to 
more casual conversation. 
4. Mapping (60 minutes) 
Next, participants were asked to share a few of the stories that were 
uncovered during the Appreciative Inquiry interview. This was done to 
assist with getting the first few ideas on the map, as well as to stimulate 
discussion of the concepts associated with the Coalition. 
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Using butcher block paper taped to the wall, the facilitator managed 
the discussion and mapped the respondents’ answers to the Apprecia-
tive Inquiry portion onto the sheet. As participants generated additional 
related ideas, the facilitator branched them from the center concepts. 
The facilitator used probing questions such as “How are things different 
as a result of the activities and events you planned?” “What are people 
doing differently?” and “What effect did participation have on attitudes, 
behaviors, knowledge and action?” 
For each session, over 50 concepts were generated, some unique to the 
specific audience and others that were discussed by all three groups.
5. Reflection (5–15 minutes)
Prior to concluding for the day, participants were asked to reflect on 
how the mapping processes made them feel, as well as to reflect on 
the map itself. The group was asked such questions as:
A. What is most interesting about the map?
B. How might you use the map to tell your story about how we are 
making a difference?
C. Where are there significant areas of overlap (which might lead to 
easier collaborative opportunities)?
D. What recommendations do you have for the collaborative effort?
E. What should be done next? Consider such options as additional 
evaluation (talking to other people in the community), sharing this 
information with stakeholders, taking new action, etc.
This conversation led to a natural wrap-up of what the session entailed 
and allowed the participants to think about potential future steps. For 
example, one participant was eager to share the results with funders: 
I’m amazed by the result of this mapping exercise! I hadn’t realized 
the degree to which one early project collaboration lead to another 
collaboration which led to more and more collaborations. I need to 
show this ripple map to our funders so they understand the depth 
and breadth of leverage they’re getting with their dollars.
6. Summary and Post-Mapping Follow-Up
The evaluation and strategic planning of the Coalition are still currently 
in process. Each participant will be provided with a summary report of 
the mapping process and findings once they are complete.
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An animated PowerPoint (where the ripples appeared sequentially) was shared at 
the Annual Gala. The rem process created a way to tell their stories of success.
Following the three sessions, Hansen mapped the information discussed into 
XMind, an online mapping software. The session notes were used to fill in details 
of what the participants shared. Next, the XMind data was downloaded into a 
spreadsheet format and qualitatively coded by Hansen and Sero for Coalition 
impact. Using axial coding to review the data showed that there were three 
primary impacts, as identified by all three Coalition groups:
• Coalition impact on partnerships
• Coalition impact on program development
• Coalition impact on relationships
Additional impacts discussed included:
• Coalition impact on capacity
• Coalition impact on clients
• Coalition impact on involved individuals 
• Coalition impact on itself
Work with the Coalition continues. One upcoming phase of this action-oriented 
participatory evaluation will be to meet with a sub-group of original partici-
pants to ask for their perspectives on the interpretation of the results. They will 
be asked to conduct a member check on the coded data, and identify which 
impacts are most important to the Coalition. Once the work has been completed, 
each partner will receive a summary report of the REM process and findings.
An animated PowerPoint (where the ripples appeared sequentially) was shared 
at the Annual Gala,where the REM process created a way to tell their stories 
of success.
Second 
Harvest
They 
donated
a truck
Deepened
trustExplored 
consistency 
of service
Received
better
quality
products
Modeling
this
experience
with other
clients
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Final Reflections
Ripple Effects Mapping is a participatory 
action evaluation method, which was 
well-suited for investigating the Coali-
tion outcomes. This method strongly val-
ues participant input and interpretation 
toward a shared understanding of the 
program’s strengths and capacity. 
The critical part of this project was con-
ducting three Ripple Effects Mappings of 
the members, the staff, and the board, in 
order to gather the unique perspective of 
each critical aspect of the coalition. Using 
information gained through the Ripple 
Effects Mapping, the Board of the Coali-
tion has prioritized building group capac-
ity and empowering individual food bank 
leaders. To help them accomplish these 
priorities, future activities include working 
on both an organizational and individual 
staff level.
On the organizational level, the Board of the Coalition has taken the first step 
and identified where gaps currently exist in knowledge and capacity. They will 
be using the information gathered to determine next steps for the Coalition. 
The information from each of the REM sessions will also be used in the strategic 
planning process, which will continue throughout the year. 
Additionally, after analysis and reporting of all the REM data have been com-
pleted, the Board will be meeting with regional health partners and nonprofits 
to tell the Coalition’s story. Their goal will be to solicit additional advice about 
how the Coalition can effectively expand in the region, working to reduce 
hunger on an even larger scale. The Coalition is hoping that results from the 
Ripple Effects Mapping help provide future direction to these engaged regional 
partners, so everyone can work together to ensure the Coalition continues to 
be an effective and functional player within the regional food system. 
In addition to plans set by the Board, individual staff will also participate in a 
follow-up Ripple Effects Mapping. That mapping will be conducted with the 
goal of assisting staff in identifying funding opportunities and developing addi-
tional partnerships in the region.
Beyond helping to set priorities and identify the next steps for the Board and 
the staff, other key findings were discovered through the multiple REM pro-
Clear places of intersection 
were identified that could 
not only lead to increased 
funding, but also improve 
inter-coalition relations. 
Ways to better develop each 
group were also deter-
mined, which will ultimately 
create a stronger coalition 
moving forward. 
The Coalition is hoping that 
results from the Ripple 
Effects Mapping help 
provide future direction 
to these engaged regional 
partners, so everyone can 
work together to ensure the 
Coalition continues to be 
an effective and functional 
player within the regional 
food system. 
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cess. First, clear places of intersection were identified that could not only lead 
to increased funding, but also improve inter-coalition relations. Ways to bet-
ter develop each group were also determined, which will ultimately create a 
stronger coalition moving forward. 
This method of using Ripple Effects Mapping with multiple groups in an orga-
nization has shown that REM can be effectively deployed to discover outcomes 
from a complex community endeavor. It is highly recommended that, if work 
with a coalition is underway, mapping multiple perspectives at unique events 
will help provide a more accurate representation of the work being completed, 
the messages being delivered, and the important priorities.
 88    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | in-depth rippling
Ripple Mapping the Impact  
of the Horizons Program in 
Three Northwestern States
idaho Lorie Higgins and Kathee Tifft
washington Debra Hansen, Rayna Sage,  
and Rebecca Sero
north dakota Lynette Flage 
chapter editor Lorie Higgins
Program Description
Horizons was a Northwest Area Foundation (NWAF) funded program that focused 
on leadership capacity in small rural communities with high poverty rates, and 
worked to promote community action on poverty. It was delivered across seven 
states (Washington, Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, 
and Iowa, with Oregon participating in the pilot phase) in three phases between 
2003 and 2010, with each phase lasting approximately 18 months. During this 
time, a total of 283 communities completed the program, with over 100,000 resi-
dents of small, rural, and reservation communities participating.
Horizons focused on poverty reduction, leadership development, and commu-
nity mobilization in order to foster leadership broadly and inclusively among 
community members in under-resourced rural areas. During a year and a half 
of coaching and training activities, communities were to develop visions, plans, 
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and an organizational infrastructure in order 
to create communities where everyone can 
thrive. Major program components were 
coordinated by a coach hired by delivery 
organizations (largely land-grant universi-
ties) and  by steering committees comprised 
of local individual volunteers. These compo-
nents included a visioning process, leadership 
training, community conversations about 
poverty, and the creation of action teams.
Horizons’ “Theory of Change” initially focused 
on empowering rural communities to take 
action on poverty reduction, but then evolved 
from improving leadership capacity alone to 
adding a structured focus on poverty reduc-
tion. This was accomplished with a commu-
nity conversation curriculum co-developed 
with Everyday Democracy (then the Studies 
Circles Resource Center). Everyday Democ-
racy’s dialogue-to-change discussion guide, 
“Thriving Communities Working Together to 
Move from Poverty to Prosperity for All” fos-
tered open discussion between community 
members about poverty-related issues and 
how to move people from “talking about pov-
erty” to working on specific actions to address 
poverty. Following these community conver-
sations and planning activities, communities 
participated in the Pew Partnership’s program, 
“LeadershipPlenty: Equipping Citizens to Work 
for Change.” This curriculum focused on com-
munity leadership (working together) as well 
as individual leadership skill building. 
A traditional evaluation of the full seven state Horizons program showed sig-
nificant increases in community awareness of poverty, civic life participation, 
and community leadership, engagement, and decision-making. Communities 
considered the 18-month timeframe to be a good start, but believed they would 
see and experience measurable and meaningful poverty outcomes in future 
years by continuing and expanding work begun through Horizons.
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
NWAF conducted its own extensive evaluation using traditional methods that 
painted program outcomes with a broad brush, identifying impacts across the 
highlights 
The In-Depth Rippling approach 
allows for a natural flow of discus-
sion and ripple development with-
out any interruption or constraints 
from the facilitators.
idaho: Small participation 
incentives, such as gas cards, 
were provided.
washington: The In-Depth Rippling 
approach, and the term “Ripple 
Effects Mapping,” were developed 
in Washington.
north dakota: One mapping ses-
sion was conducted using video-
conferencing equipment.
challenges 
Coding is time consuming with an 
open mapping approach.
idaho: It was difficult to schedule 
REM sessions in communities with 
non-Extension coaches as they had 
moved on, leaving a gap between 
Extension and the community.
washington: Not having both a 
facilitator and computer-based 
note-taker at each site meant there 
were different levels of detail to the 
maps for each community.
north dakota: In some locales 
facilitators probed deeply into each 
story as it was told, while in others 
they had many more examples but 
not as deep.
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seven states that participated in all three phases of Horizons. Leaders in Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Washington delivery organizations, desiring more 
detailed stories from their own states, decided to combine Appreciative Inquiry, 
mind mapping techniques, and the Community Capitals Framework (CCF) to gen-
erate a deeper understanding of Horizons out-
comes. Moreover, Horizons communities were 
continuing their work, and there was value in 
seeing how programs and impacts evolved 
over time. In Idaho, an added incentive was a 
hope that additional evaluation would inform 
development of a Horizons-like program 
that the Extension system could continue to 
implement in Idaho’s rural communities. In all states, group synergy during REM 
helped energize and inspire further community building and poverty reduction 
work. This motivational impact was an unanticipated benefit of using REM for deliv-
ery organizations that had little previous experience with the tool.
Using Ripple Effects Mapping allowed Extension staff to give voice to commu-
nity members who otherwise may not have the opportunity to speak about 
their experiences. REM provided an effective method to hear from a broad 
swath of stakeholders, while simultaneously allowing those stakeholders to 
listen to each other. The use of other methods, such as focus groups or key 
informant interviews, would have limited the number of stakeholders to whom 
evaluators spoke. The participatory group process involved in REM meant the 
conversation was participant-led, not evaluator-driven. Appreciative Inquiry 
enabled stakeholders in each community talk about the unique ways Horizons 
impacted their individual communities and to reflect on their personal expe-
riences. Finally, by having everyone in the room at the same time, community 
members were able to collectively brainstorm all the ways Horizons positively 
impacted their communities. Again, other traditional evaluation methods are 
limited in allowing this group dynamic to function as well as it does with REM. 
Planning and Implementation
In all three states, ripple mapping focused on program impacts of the entire 
18-month program for each community. In some cases, names of groups that 
grew out of Horizons were written in the middle of the map, as it was an under-
lying goal of the REM process to acknowledge and celebrate the work of the 
communities. Using adopted group names (e.g., “Weston Community Action 
Network”) helped focus participants on their own contributions to program 
successes. Although valuable to University Extension, the opportunity was 
framed as a celebration of what communities did with the opportunities and 
expanded capitals afforded by Horizons.
Horizons was a lengthy, multi-phased program, and participants weren’t always 
involved in each phase of the program (i.e., community conversations about pov-
In all states, group synergy 
during REM helped ener-
gize and inspire further 
community building and 
poverty reduction work. 
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erty, LeadershipPlenty, other trainings). Those who had been involved in one or 
more phase, as well as those who were observers of program implementation, 
such as local news writers, were invited to mapping sessions. Recruiters were 
primarily Extension staff who had been community coaches, but in some cases, 
external coaches had to be hired instead. 
idaho
In Idaho, a decision to use a mind mapping evaluation approach was made 
toward the end of Phase II. In each of 14 Phase II Idaho communities, ripple maps 
were created immediately following an NWAF exit survey conducted with key 
Horizons participants in a group setting. Initially in Idaho, impacts were mapped 
in each community using a hybrid CCF web-mapping approach (described in 
the sessions details section below). Lorie Higgins conducted mapping in most 
Phase II communities, and trained coaches mapped remaining communities.
After Phase III had been concluded for over a year, ripple mapping using the 
“in-depth rippling” approach was done with six Phase III communities in Idaho. 
In addition, three Phase II communities were re-mapped in order to identify 
impacts since concluding the program and to compare mapping approaches. 
Some internal funding allowed for providing gas card incentives to participate 
in the mapping process. Lorie Higgins facilitated and mapped participants’ ideas 
onto butcher paper while Kathee Tifft entered data into XMind Pro software.
Horizons community coaches could attend mapping sessions if they wished 
and participated as needed, such as when participants required help recalling 
details. Extension coaches all chose to participate. None of the external coaches 
opted to participate, and it was much more difficult to set up ripple mapping 
sessions in these communities. 
washington
Ripple Effects Mapping was deployed in all 40 Washington Horizons communities 
after they had completed all of the required components. Debra Hansen trained 
and worked with all nine community coaches on the process, and assisted in the 
coordination of mapping meetings across the state with members from each of 
the communities. For each mapping, community coaches were asked to code 
each map concept into one of the seven community capitals. For instance, the 
building of a community center would be considered built capital while a new 
partnership between two organizations would be considered social or political 
capital, depending on the nature of the organizations and relationship. 
north dakota
REM was completed post-program in 27 communities in North Dakota. Com-
munities that continued to share information and stories were all asked to 
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participate in the REM process. The individual serving as community contact in 
each location was asked to recruit 10-12 individuals who had participated in the 
program as a steering committee member, participant in one of the activities, 
or someone familiar with the program.
The Ripple Mapping Process
In all cases, with an exception of the initial phase of mapping conducted in 
Idaho, the REM process was described, and facilitators provided a short intro-
duction to appreciative inquiry and explained why a positive focus was being 
used. Participants then paired up to conduct Appreciative Inquiry interviews 
(see questions below), with each having the interview questions on a sheet of 
paper (front and back), spaced so that there was room to write between ques-
tions. They were told to view the questions as a tool for guiding their conversa-
tions, rather than focus on answering each one in detail. After about 15 minutes, 
facilitators called time and began capturing ideas on a large sheet of butcher 
paper. Another facilitator typed items into mind mapping software simultane-
ously, but this was not projected for the audience to see.
questions used during rem
In each state, facilitators used a round robin approach: each pair shared one 
story at a time, but anyone in the room could add to stories before moving to 
the next pair. This approach focuses on rippling one story at a time. Prompts 
included, “What was the dollar amount of the grant?” “Who was involved?” 
“What happened as a result?” “How did it change perceptions / attitudes / 
behaviors / systems in the community?” If details could not be recalled or a 
person with critical information was not present, a note was made to follow up 
with phone calls or emails after the session.
Idaho Questions
• Tell a story about how you and/or others have used information from 
Horizons.t
• Is there anything you are especially proud of you’d like to share?
• Are there any specific achievements or successes you can think of?
• Have you shared what you’ve learned with anyone?
• What new resources or opportunities do you (and/or the 
community) have?
• Has your and/or others’ attitudes or behaviors changed? If so, 
in what way?
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Washington Questions
• Tell me a story about a highpoint in Horizons
• What are the most outstanding moments/stories from Horizon’s that 
make you most proud to be a member of the organization?
• List an achievement or a success – what made it possible?
• What went particularly well?
North Dakota Questions
• Tell me a story about a highpoint in Horizons.
• What are the most outstanding moments/stories from Horizon’s that 
make you most proud to be a member of the community? 
• List an achievement or a success – what made it possible?
• What went particularly well? What changed?
rem session details
In most cases, the level of participant enthusiasm increased as more stories of 
success were mapped on the wall. The most often reported benefit to partic-
ipants is in seeing all the work they did, directly or indirectly, displayed on the 
wall. The power of this visual validation of successes cannot be overstated. 
Sessions typically ended with participants being asked to share their observa-
tions about the map, what was mapped, what could be done with the infor-
mation, and so forth. This was often where interesting participant insights were 
shared. In Idaho, an additional debrief question during initial mapping efforts at 
figure vi.1 Example of hybrid CCF—web mapping 
approach used initially in Idaho
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the end of Phase II was “What additional capital impacts would you like to see 
in the future?” Red text on the map below shows responses to this question.
Idaho
In Idaho, the first round of mapping at the end of Phase II Horizons was a hybrid 
approach, insofar as impacts were listed on flip chart paper, the Community 
Capitals Framework was described, and listed impacts were mapped by partic-
ipants onto a capitals spider graph. Below is an example of a map created with 
this approach. 
This approach allowed participants to clearly see where impacts clustered around 
certain capitals. Early during one of these sessions, a participant stated she was 
disappointed because she had most wanted to see more main street businesses 
as an outcome from Horizons but there didn’t seem to be any real momentum 
in that area. During the debrief at the end of the session, she noted that impacts 
were clustered around human, social, and cultural capital and said “oh, I see now 
that we need to have all of those [social, human, and cultural] things happen first 
in order to build our capacity to bring more businesses to town.” It was an “aha” 
moment when she realized that the relationships, skills, and shared values of a 
community have to be strong in order for economic development to occur. 
Washington
For most of the 40 communities, participating in the REM session was a positive 
time to reflect on the achievements of the group and celebrate what they had 
accomplished. The energy and excitement created by seeing their work “on 
the wall” was enough to respark their interest in continuing the hard work of 
moving forward with community development. One community was able to 
see their most successful projects and, based on the ripple effects they reported, 
identify why they were effective. This group determined that increasing human 
and social capital would help them move the project forward. 
Ririe, Idaho Horizons Map  
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North Dakota
REM sessions in North Dakota were all very motivational, and in a number of 
cases helped communities jump-start efforts that originated during Horizons. 
Communities recognized their successes around grant-writing activity, and iden-
tified a number of grants received after the program ended. Other North Dakota 
communities had started a local community foundation for long-term giving or 
contemplated this activity. Communities in the conversation stage of developing 
a community foundation, which moved forward after the REM activity. 
This REM-like process was an effective way to map impacts, and had the ben-
efit of being organized by capitals in the process. During the second round of 
mapping, Idaho adopted the in-depth rippling approach to allow comparisons 
between Washington and Idaho community participants. Like the hybrid pro-
cess used earlier in Idaho, this approach also allows participants to recognize 
that successes often start with a training, new partnership, or community event 
(human, social, and cultural capitals). The open mapping, in-depth rippling 
structure, however, provided a much more detailed narrative of how an inter-
vention or project created ripples of activity and impacts, and allowed evalua-
tors to track the flow and interaction of capitals.
session logistics
At most locales in North Dakota there was one facilitator and one recorder. The 
facilitator led the group, asked the probing questions, and drew the map on 
flip chart paper. The recorder simultaneously utilized XMind software to map 
stories and specifics. The recorder usually had their computer connected to 
a projector to show participants how the XMind map looked as they provided 
information. One location conducted REM with videoconference equipment. The 
facilitator was unable to travel to the location, so stakeholders were gathered 
at a distance, a videoconferencing system set-up, and the facilitator mapped 
on flip chart paper as the group provided feedback. While not an ideal setting, 
the group was still fully engaged and provided positive stories using the same 
protocol as all other sites. 
after the mapping (final steps)
After mapping concluded, two or three individuals reviewed the data, coding 
it initially according to the community capitals and then again into short-, 
medium-. and long-term outcome categories in each of the states. Highlights 
and major themes from across North Dakota were presented to stakeholders 
that included Horizons community mem-
bers in multiple venues. Each community 
in North Dakota and many in Idaho and 
Washington also received a large, lami-
nated copy of their XMind map.
By far, Horizons impacted 
social and human capital 
the most in communities.
 96    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
Findings
By far, Horizons had the most impact on social and human capitals. This makes 
sense, because program components were focused on community conversa-
tions and training. More surprising, significant political capital was generated 
in a couple of forms. First, people reported feeling more comfortable with 
approaching elected officials with requests and input, and many participants 
have run for local elected offices since the program ended. Cultural capital 
related to an awareness and collective commitment to address poverty was 
also often reported. 
Below are selected examples of capitals generated as a result of Horizons: 
• natural capital
 ■ Community gardens
 ■ Walking trails
 ■ Recycling campaign and infrastructure
• cultural capital
 ■ Communities participating in arts and heritage programs
 ■ More hope and positive attitudes
 ■ More awareness of and action on poverty
• human capital
 ■ Grant writing and nonprofit skills
 ■ New techniques learned
 ■ More people with leadership and other skills
• social capital
 ■ New social activities to build sense of community
 ■ Newsletters
 ■ Network weaving between groups and communities
• financial capital
 ■ Many local community foundations started for long-term 
philanthropy efforts
 ■ Over $21 million acquired through grants, gifts, and loans (in all 
seven states)
 ■ Business training
• Built capital
 ■ Closed rural schools converted to businesses incubators, lodges, 
fitness centers
 ■ Community Centers
 ■ Increased broadband
• political capital
 ■ Youth appointed by mayor to city committees
 ■ People running for office
 ■ Community organizations and local government more engaged 
and connected
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focused findings
Results from REM sessions conducted in Wash-
ington provide an ideal case study example of 
descriptive findings. The chart below highlights 
coded findings from eight communities in Stevens 
County. As you can see, most communities rec-
ognized their growth in two main areas, human 
and social capital. When considering the goal of 
reducing poverty, it makes sense that these two 
areas would be well-represented in the capitals. 
Chewelah also focused on growing their finan-
cial capital through partnering with the Chewelah 
Economic Development Committee to support 
small businesses, while Horizon group members 
attended every Northport City Council meeting, 
asking the question “What can we do to help?” 
After several months they finally gained the trust 
of the Council and were tasked to write a grant to 
restore the town’s boat launch. They were successful in procuring a $400,000 
grant to rebuild and refurbish their only access to the Columbia River.
Final Reflections
program Benefits
While REM is likely too time intensive to use as a stand-alone evaluation for 
large, multi-site and multi-state programs like Horizons, it both ground truths 
and provides rich, narrative detail, complementing summary statistics such as 
how many participants report increased leadership skills, etc. REM is an effec-
tive mid-stream check for long-term programs and can be a cost-effective 
stand-alone evaluation for smaller scale programs. One advantage of using 
it during mid-program is that it functions well as a way to reinvigorate and 
Horizon group 
members attended 
every Northport City 
Council meeting, 
asking the question 
“What can we do to 
help?” After several 
months they finally 
gained the trust 
of the Council and 
were tasked to write 
a grant to restore the 
town’s boat launch. 
They were success-
ful in procuring a 
$400,000 grant to 
rebuild and refurbish 
their only access to 
the Columbia River.
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figure vi.2 Stevens County coded findings
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redirect stakeholders. Using the process as a team-building exercise has been 
shown to get participants excited about completed work and to help illustrate 
potential next steps to the group. 
participant Benefits
The In-Depth Rippling approach to Ripple Effects Mapping is the least structured 
and most open-ended. The upside is that it allows for a natural flow of discussion 
and ripple development without any interruption or constraints from the facilita-
tors. While participants do not have the oppor-
tunity to co-create the analytical interpretation 
of data, it does provide more time to delve into 
stories, focusing only on what happened and 
not on how events fit into a theme or capital 
category. Another benefit is that it allows com-
munities and facilitators/researchers to see 
which program interventions and outcomes 
generate the thickest “nest” of ripples (see 
Figure VI.3, on page 100). This provides opportunities for groups to discover their 
particular areas of greatest effort and success. When ideas are mapped by themes 
or capitals, ripples from different activities and events can be grouped, which 
results in being able to see density by capital or theme. Each way is valuable, so 
facilitators should think about what is most important for different groups. 
This map in Figure VI.3 shows more density and ripples from some impacts 
than others. This is a digitized version of the handwritten map depicted at the 
beginning of this chapter.
One of the greatest values of REM is as a tool for reflection for program partic-
ipants and for catalyzing further programmatic activities. Participants in com-
Lincoln County, Idaho Horizons Team
Another benefit is that it 
allows communities and 
facilitator/researchers to 
see which program inter-
ventions and outcomes 
generated the thickest 
“nest” of ripples.
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munity development efforts almost 
always underestimate the impacts 
their work has had, in part because 
people don’t process new infor-
mation in ways that allow them to 
keep a mental tally of impacts and 
because no one participant has a 
complete inventory of all the direct 
and indirect impacts of programs. It’s like the blind men who could only “see” the 
elephant by sharing information. Only by communicating with each other can 
program participants “visualize” the myriad ways people have used, shared and 
leveraged skills, information, and resources.
Recommendations
logistics
Recorders are challenged to simultaneously type data into a software program 
and record word-for-word quotes. Having a third observer/recorder for the pro-
cess is helpful. A recent REM experience with a Horizons community in Montana 
utilized three facilitators, with one capturing direct quotes. Quotes were then 
inserted into the digital version of the map, an added value for evaluators and 
participants wishing to use the map for writing news articles or grant proposals. 
The third facilitator can focus on noting group dynamics, and help identify and 
record any needed follow-up for details when they can’t be recalled or when 
key stakeholders are absent. 
data management
Regardless of when Ripple Effects Mapping occurs during the program life 
cycle, it is recommended that coding and analysis be completed soon after the 
mapping session. Follow-up calls to capture additional information should be 
made within a few days of the session, and any information not captured in 
the software program during mapping should be entered. Triangulation should 
occur by comparing information on the wall map with notes and XMind, to 
ensure that all information shared by stakeholders has been captured. By com-
pleting coding and analysis soon after a mapping session, researchers can help 
ensure final reports provide an accurate and comprehensive evaluation of the 
work that has been done.
It’s like the blind men who 
could only “see” the elephant 
by sharing information. Only 
by communicating with each 
other can program participants 
“visualize” the myriad ways people 
have used, shared, and leveraged 
skills, information, and resources.
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figure vi.3 Ririe Horizons Ripple Effects Map (created June, 2012)
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | in-depth rippling
Three Arts Groups Collaborate 
Toward a More Creative Future
Debra Hansen, Rebecca Sero, & Lorie Higgins
Program Description
Chewelah, Washington, was recently highlighted in national news as the “poor-
est town in the state of Washington.” This news was alarming and disheartening, 
but also elicited a strong community response, especially among Chewelah’s 
robust arts community. Immediately after this disappointing story, the Chewelah 
Arts Guild rallied the community together in its second attempt to break the 
Guinness World Record of the most jack-o’-lanterns in one line, and they suc-
ceeded on Saturday, October 24 at Light up the Park 2015. Thanks to the partic-
ipation of hundreds of people from in and outside the community, nearly 2,000 
glowing pumpkins wound through the city park, creating a line more than a 
quarter-mile long.
Chewelah is a small, rural town with many issues around its economic sta-
tus, but also a rich history of outstanding performing and visual arts. Three 
major nonprofit organizations—Chewelah Performing and Cultural Arts (PACA), 
Chewelah Community Celebrations, and the Chewelah Arts Guild—have been 
engaged in growing a creative community culture, but have been historically 
operating in separate silos. At times this has created confusion, ill-will, and 
duplication of effort, while minimizing opportunities to collaborate on robust 
fundraising activities.
The mission statements of the three organizations are similar in nature, and all 
support the desire to improve the entire community of Chewelah:
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“Chewelah Performing and Cultural Arts: Bring together leadership and resources 
to create and sustain a center of excellence to educate, inspire, and celebrate 
the performing and visual arts in Chewelah.”
“Chewelah Community Celebrations: A volunteer group of dedicated people 
who believe in the community and wish to ensure that Chewelah is an out-
standing place to live or visit with fun activities throughout the year.”
“Chewelah Arts Guild: Supports the growth, development, appreciation, and 
understanding of the arts in their various forms and to make the arts accessible 
to all members of the greater Chewelah community.”
A performing arts center has been on the minds and in the hearts of these orga-
nizations, local artists, and performers for more than 20 years. Various bonds 
that would have raised the necessary funds for an arts center were repeat-
edly rejected by taxpayers, with no one stepping forward with the money to 
make the center a reality. Finally, a local arts enthusiast generously donated 
a sizable sum, and Chewelah Cultural and Performing Arts (PACA) sprang to 
life. The search was started for a home, with the belief that a building reuse 
project would be less expensive than a from-scratch project. At present, PACA 
has mobilized to collaborate with the City of Chewelah to purchase a perma-
nent arts facility with the goal of bringing these three groups and others into 
a collaborative environment for performance and co-location of appropri-
ate activities.
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
The monumental task of creating and sustaining a capital campaign in a small, 
rural community inspired the Chewelah Performing and Cultural Arts board 
members to look for all and any resources to help them. As a group, they real-
ized that data, documentation, and a combined vision for the possibilities were 
Chewelah Arts’ Guild and the community collaborate 
to smash the jack-o’-lantern world record
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paramount to their success. PACA’s Execu-
tive Director, the primary catalyst behind 
purchasing the new arts facility, attended 
the Washington Nonprofit Conference to 
increase his knowledge and skills for man-
aging the emerging Performing Arts Center 
and fund raising activities. 
While there, he participated in the Ripple 
Effects Mapping (REM) session presented by 
the authors, and was immediately drawn to 
the visual and artistic aspects of this evalua-
tion tool. He also saw the value of deploying 
a non-competitive, collaborative process 
for sharing stories of success to capital-
ize on the historical past successes of each 
group. He contacted Debra Hansen, the WSU 
County Extension director, and together they 
planned a REM event to bring stakeholders 
together. 
Planning and Implementation
preparation
The authors designed the REM agenda, including the development of the 
appreciative inquiry questions for the exercise. PACA’s Executive Director was 
responsible for recruiting participants and ensuring that those with the most 
to contribute were in attendance. As a result, leadership from the three groups, 
plus stakeholders representing the Chamber of Commerce, Chewelah Farmers 
Market, and the Chewelah School District, were invited to participate in the 
REM event. 
mapping
Debra Hansen facilitated introduction of the Ripple Effects Mapping process, 
prompts, and conversations of the various ripples. Key words and related con-
cepts were written on a wall-sized sheet of butcher paper as the topics were 
put forth. This interactive, colorful process allowed people to focus on their 
stories and how they interconnected. Rebecca Sero captured participant notes 
and quotations on a computer.
To start the event in the right tone, this thought was shared: “We believe that 
communities move in the direction of the stories they tell about themselves; 
Ripple Effects Mapping allows you to capture the impact of work within the 
community and helps you uncover your positive stories.” 
highlights 
The group was energized by this 
highly visual and fun way to 
unearth the outcomes achieved. 
Using this method of REM allows 
the stories and ripples to be the 
dominant player in the room, with 
the data and organization of those 
data done at a separate time.
challenges 
As we worked through the exercise, 
people articulated the desire to 
have more stories from more 
people. It seemed limiting with the 
group that convened.
Sharing and mapping collective 
and overlapping stories allowed 
each group to have a voice 
and not get stuck in the task of 
taking credit. 
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The group of 12 participants, from across all organizations, paired up and inter-
viewed each other with the following Appreciative Inquiry questions:
1. What are your organization’s greatest accomplishments? 
2. What are you most proud of? 
3. What are your organization’s 
greatest strengths?
Sharing and mapping collective and 
overlapping stories allowed each group 
to have a voice and not get stuck in the 
task of taking credit. When prompted 
for the “so what” of their success sto-
ries, they were excited to see many 
long-term outcomes of their years 
of work. Mapping stories by category, 
instead of by organization, led them to 
realize the role their individual group played within each success story. It also 
helped to demonstrate many areas of already successful overlap in their work. 
This should prove to be especially beneficial as the groups move forward in a 
collaborative effort. 
REM creates opportune teaching moments when the group is ready to hear 
them. In this case, when participants noted these common threads, facilitators 
were able to describe bonding and bridging social capital, offering a framework 
for interpreting the benefits of their efforts. Introducing elements of the com-
munity capitals framework during the post-mapping dialogue portion of the 
exercise was a just-in-time learning approach that sustained a natural flow to 
the process. This contrasts with a more academic lecture followed by discovery 
approach that does not always work well in community settings. 
Questions used to conclude the exercise:
1. What is the thing you most want to accomplish in the community?
2. What new resources or opportunities do you expect to have as a 
result of greater communication, coordination, cooperation, and 
collaboration among your organizations?
As mapping concluded, participants had identified a number of ways they plan 
to move forward, including:
• Clarifying each organization’s mission 
• Discovering ways to be more complementary in the future 
• Finding ways to work together more toward common goals and 
increasing interaction
• Ensuring they are cooperating instead of competing 
REM creates opportune 
teaching moments when the 
group is ready to hear them. 
In this case, when partici-
pants noted these common 
threads, facilitators were 
able to describe bonding and 
bridging social capital, offering 
a framework for interpreting 
the benefits of their efforts. 
105Part vi · Examples of rem in Practice: In-Depth Rippling 105
next steps
This Ripple Effects Mapping event was designed to be an initial step in devel-
oping a shared vision. The REM map has been digitized, creating a rich and 
revealing map of positive outcomes. Through conversations about the data, the 
facilitation team continues work with participants to:
1. Develop a shared vision based on the map
2. Develop focus areas based on the vision
3. Identify conceptual and practical goals or objectives for each focus 
area, and 
4. Identify priority practical goals/projects for each focus area
5. For each practical (SMART) goal, identify tasks, timelines, and measures 
for success, as well as resources needed to meet the goal
The visual and descending order of the design makes it possible to immediately 
identify priority areas, even for those who were not part of the initial discus-
sion and mapping. This enables additional group members to be engaged and 
involved in the process, therefore creating more buy-in across all of the arts 
groups in the community. Community members are inspired by the belief that 
arts are important in a robust economic development strategy that includes 
value-added experiences (Fiore et al., 2007.)
Final Reflections
When reviewing the current research and literature, it was discovered that this 
REM work revealed all of the four key points included in “How the Arts and 
Culture Sector Catalyzes Economic Vitality” (APA, 2015.) A summary of the key 
points identified in the mapping exercise: 
1. Economic development is enhanced by concentrating creativity 
through both physical density and human capital. By locating firms, 
artists, and cultural facilities together, a multiplier effect can result.
2. The recognition of a community’s arts and culture assets is an important 
element of economic development. Creatively acknowledging and 
marketing community assets can attract a strong workforce and 
successful firms, as well as help sustain a positive quality of life.
3. Arts and cultural activities can draw crowds from within and around 
the community. Increasing the number of visitors as well as enhancing 
resident participation helps build economic and social capital.
4. Planners can make deliberate connections between the arts and 
culture sector and other sectors, such as tourism and manufacturing, to 
improve economic outcomes by capitalizing on local assets. 
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Finding this resource to put a framework around the outcomes discovered 
through the REM exercise gave these groups a sense of pride to see that they are 
already moving in the right direction, and it has motivated them to aim toward 
their future goals with more intention.
By far the most important part of using REM for 
this group was the “aha” moments that cre-
ated the desired convergence for the team. 
They identified several stories of youth engage-
ment throughout all organizations, and when 
they rippled out the long-term outcomes for 
these individuals, they could see the commu-
nity value they were providing. Now that they 
have a sense of the value of partnerships, they 
identified other groups to engage in their col-
lective work, including local schools, churches, 
restaurants, and the veterans’ group. The mapping enabled the three groups 
to connect their successes without concerning themselves with the issue of 
“credit.” The session also provided the three groups with a common purpose and 
talking points about the groups’ future goals. During a follow-up conversation, 
one participant noted: “Now that we have all of this information, it’s already 
been useful for talking to prospective donors for our capital campaign—it has 
become much more than just a building.” Finally, this process has also opened 
additional lines of communication among the groups. Instead of communi-
cating only within individual groups, information is being shared among the 
three groups, helping further break down barriers. 
Overall, the REM process enhanced people’s ability to think as a cohesive arts 
coalition, while maintaining individual group identities. The groups are now 
ready to move forward on the strategic planning phase, which will help them 
most effectively plan for their blended future and move toward an even more 
robustly supported community of arts. During the REM exercise, one of the facili-
tators commented, “There’s a lot of adaptability and creativity in this community.”
Finding this resource to 
put a framework around 
the outcomes discovered 
through the REM exercise 
gave these groups a sense 
of pride to see that they 
are already moving in the 
right direction, and it has 
motivated them to aim 
toward their future goals 
with more intention.
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PART VII
Examples of REM in Practice: 
Theming and Rippling
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | theming and rippling
Community Gardening Efforts 
in the Frogtown/Rondo 
Neighborhoods of St. Paul, MN
Melvin Giles, Sarah Jaycocks, and Scott Chazdon
Program Description
The Master Gardener program is an internationally 
recognized volunteer program. It exists in all 
fifty U.S. states, Canada, and the United 
Kingdom. Nationally, there are nearly 
100,000 Master Gardener volunteers 
from all walks of life. They reach 
about 5 million people each year—
the equivalent of more than $100 
million in value to communities. 
In Minnesota, the Master Gar-
dener program is coordinated by 
University of Minnesota Extension 
and has strong ties to the research 
and outreach of the Department of 
Horticultural Science.
The Ramsey County Extension Master Gar-
dener program has been intentional about 
extending resources and services to all county residents, especially those living 
in the historically underserved Frogtown and Rondo neighborhoods in St. Paul. 
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These neighborhoods are under-resourced, 
and residents experience a high number of 
health disparities. This area has a high pov-
erty rate and a history of being “red-lined,” 
segregated from housing, employment, and 
other resources and opportunities available 
to other citizens of St Paul.
Because these neighborhoods are extremely 
diverse in population and the Extension 
Master Gardener program is not, a commu-
nity organizer, Melvin Giles, was hired as a 
community liaison to guide the program. 
Melvin connected Master Gardener volun-
teers with community members and, per-
haps most importantly, legitimized the pro-
gram and the presence of volunteers in the 
community. He started the key process of 
building local relationships, something nec-
essary before any programming could be successful. These relationships were 
founded on mutual learning and respect for the knowledge, resources, and 
programs already existing in the community. Side by side, Master Gardeners 
and community members worked to grow existing gardens and projects. Over 
time, they have created new gardens and new opportunities in the community.
The goal of this project is to provide access to and education about healthy food, 
as well as a safe, green space in which community members can gather and 
hold events. The project spans the entire Minnesota gardening season, approx-
imately April-early November, and includes workshops, community potlucks, 
and summer classes for children. Daily outcomes are visible in the garden—for 
example, one little girl left our “pickle-making” class and went home and con-
vinced her parents to make pickles with her, too. Staff try to codify these out-
comes, and they write a formal report on the project twice a year.
Rather than using the traditional university model of “we are coming in to teach 
classes to this underserved area,” staff have intentionally designed the proj-
ect to allow for community residents’ knowledge to surface and ultimately be 
celebrated. There are definitely goals for the project, but it has been equally 
important to focus on building strong, trusting relationships in the community.
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
The decision to use REM came from both the community and the University. 
The lead organizer and residents of the community were interested in having 
evidence of the power of their work that they could use to draw attention 
to their efforts, attract new Master Gardener volunteers from the community, 
highlights 
Community member co-facilitated 
to avoid appearance of university 
domination. A follow-up session 
was conducted two and a half years 
after the initial session to docu-
ment new accomplishments.
REM is a culturally appropriate 
method for a low-resource audi-
ence. Empowers people to share 
their knowledge (not just about 
“what the University did”). The par-
ticipants wanted to do it again.
challenges 
Could benefit from participation of 
more types of community stake-
holders to better understand the 
ripple effects beyond those directly 
involved in gardening.
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and leverage resources from local government, 
non-profit groups, and foundations. The leaders 
of the Master Gardener program at the University 
and in Ramsey County knew that the work being 
undertaken in Frogtown/Rondo was valuable 
and could offer important insights about ways 
to effectively engage historically underserved 
audiences. 
The non-traditional nature of the REM evaluation method was well suited for this 
project and community. As compared with more traditional evaluation meth-
ods, REM could be made culturally appropriate and specific to the diverse com-
munity in the Frogtown/Rondo area of St. Paul. One reason REM evaluation can 
be more culturally responsive is that it is a relationship-based method, instead 
of a traditional task-based one. REM incorporates an element of Appreciative 
Inquiry, which highlights the potential assets of a project, not just project defi-
cits. The REM method provided the opportunity for community members to 
share knowledge and experience they already had: knowledge about gardening 
and the community, and the history of both in the area.
The Extension Garden Teaching Project is a multi-year project, and the initial REM 
session was used as a developmental evaluation tool after it had been in place 
for roughly five years. The project continues today.
Planning and Implementation
While the initial interest was in documenting the impact of the Ramsey County 
Master Gardener program in two neighborhoods, the REM session focus was 
broadened to broader community gardening efforts because many important 
gardening efforts pre-dated Extension’s involvement and because other local 
universities were also involved in the work. It was clear that the group could 
Melvin Giles, community liaison, and Megan Phinney, Land Connector
One of the ways in 
which REM evaluation 
can be more culturally 
responsive is that it is 
a relationship-based 
method, instead of 
a traditional task-
based one. 
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tease out findings from the REM session that were 
focused on the work of the Master Gardener pro-
gram, but it was also clear that the context was 
broader than just the program. 
The initial REM session took place in March, 2013. 
Organizers invited a roughly even number of 
Master Gardener volunteers and members of the 
community. Community members included rep-
resentatives of two large churches in the commu-
nity that have gardens on site, community and 
non-profit organization members, a state representative, backyard gardeners, 
and local business people. All invited participants had participated in the gar-
den somehow. Staff asked the Master Gardener volunteers to come as a part 
of their volunteer work. Melvin Giles, who is from the community, personally 
invited fellow community members by going to meetings and explaining what 
the REM process is and why it can potentially provide important information. 
The session also included a dinner donated from a local community coffee shop 
that serves as an important hub of community life. (The peach cobbler was 
excellent.) 
We asked participants in paired interviews to share a brief story about their 
experience with any of gardening efforts in the community, using one of 
these questions:
• What is a highlight, achievement, or success you had based on your 
involvement with this effort?
• What is something about your involvement in this effort that you are 
proud to share?
• What connections with others—new and/or deepened—have you 
made as a result of this effort?
The session had two facilitators, one of whom lived in the community, and 
one recorder.
Participants had lively group discussion—much agreement, some disagreement, 
but handled respectfully. Participants felt comfortable sharing their various 
perspectives. The only main disagreement, which was handled quite respect-
fully and openly, was the sharing of different perspectives on the term “Master” 
within the title “Master Gardener.” One participant eloquently noted that the 
use of the word “Master” implies a colonial relationship among people, as well 
as between people and the land. In response, the Frogtown/Rondo commu-
nity gardeners have adopted the labels “Garden Educator” or “Land Connector” 
instead of “Master Gardener” to describe their role. 
It was important that 
one of the facilita-
tors came from the 
community so that it 
did not appear that, 
as many commu-
nity members fear, 
“the University was 
coming into the 
neighborhood to 
study us again.” 
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It was important that one of the facilitators came from the community so that 
it did not appear that, as many community members fear, “the University was 
coming into the neighborhood to study us again.” Most participants were rea-
sonably engaged, some a bit more than others. Language was a partial barrier 
for one couple, but there were people in attendance who could translate.
These core themes were generated during the March 2013 REM session:
• Nurturing teaching and learning
• Providing access to garden knowledge
• Creating economic opportunities
• Preserving and creating green spaces
• Strengthening relationships
• Changing how universities engage with the community
• Promoting broader community activism
The main facilitator conducted several follow-up interviews with REM partici-
pants for clarity and with important individuals who could not be present. He 
added the additional information to the map and coded the data with an assis-
tant. The final REM map was presented to the community several months later 
A graphic display of the core themes from the baseline rem session
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and staff received feedback that was incorporated as needed. The community 
participants reportedly enjoyed the process. 
After the session, participants were encouraged to attend the already-existing 
“Reconciliation Lunch Group” sessions in the area as a way of staying connected. 
These sessions are an open space where community members and others may 
freely discuss race and culture without worrying about feeling the typical judg-
ment, guilt, shame, and anger. 
Participants themselves requested to meet again at some point in the future 
for a follow-up REM session, and in the fall of 2015, two and half years after the 
initial REM session, members of the community were invited to a follow-up. 
To facilitate the follow-up, staff printed posters of each major theme from the 
original ripple map. After a brief overview of the contents of the original ripple 
map, participants spent time circulating around the room adding new “ripples” 
to each of the original themes using colorful markers. The following questions 
were used to prompt the reporting: 
• What new highlights, achievements, or successes have you had based 
on your involvement with this effort?
• What new aspects of your involvement in community gardening are 
you proud to share?
• What connections with others—new and/or deepened—have you 
made since March 2013?
The follow-up session appeared energizing and fun, and included a higher pro-
portion of community residents than the initial session. Participants reported 
being amazed at the amount of new impacts that were reported, including the 
creation of an Urban Farm and Garden Alliance organization, new gardens at 
Participants review and add to the original ripple map during the follow-up session
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local apartment complexes and schools, and 
much deeper connections with several local 
universities. 
Final Reflections
The Master Gardeners involved with the proj-
ect provided helpful insights. In a future REM 
session the plan is to gather feedback from 
more stakeholder groups in the community 
because, while we know that Master Gar-
deners support the project, it would be helpful to document any new changes 
in the community because of the project. Some examples of other stakeholders 
would be elders, backyard gardeners, community activists, community organi-
zations, and local school representatives. To draw broad representation from 
the community, future sessions may need to be scheduled in the evening or on 
the weekend. Typically, only paid staff of community organizations can manage 
to attend one of these sessions during the day.
Based on these two experiences, it is clear that REM is an excellent process 
for teasing out unintended, but great results from a project, results that one 
might never have guessed. REM does a great job acknowledging and honoring 
the accomplishments of existing urban agriculture activities, showing how the 
roots of projects can connect with new projects to form a healthy roadmap for 
growing the community into the future. REM was not as helpful in determining 
specific measurable results of gardening efforts, such as increased yields or 
improved nutrition. Measuring these types of outcomes requires more tradi-
tional methods, such as surveys. 
The follow-up was also a powerful way to sustain energy in the work. It was 
relatively easy to print large posters, arrange a time and a meal, and invite com-
Adding new ripple effects during the follow-up session
REM does a great job 
acknowledging and 
honoring the accomplish-
ments of existing urban 
agriculture activities, 
showing how the roots 
of projects can connect 
with new projects to form 
a healthy roadmap for 
growing the community 
into the future. 
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munity members to document and celebrate their successes. The REM process 
was a great fit for evaluating community gardening work. It is relatively easy 
for the community to feel a sense of ownership of the process. Like the work 
itself, the ripple map branches and grows. Sometimes surprising connections 
are discovered and built upon. And perhaps 
most importantly, both the community and 
the university benefited from the process. The follow-up was also a powerful way to sustain 
energy in the work. It was 
relatively easy to print 
large posters, arrange 
a time and a meal, and 
invite community mem-
bers to document and 
celebrate their successes. 
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | theming and rippling
Measuring the Impact of 
Coalition Efforts to Improve 
Community Health Outcomes: 
Using REM at Two Separate Times
Catherine Bosserman, Ann P. Zukoski,  
and Scott Chazdon
Program Description
The Healthy Communities Partnership (HCP) was a three-year program funded 
by the George Family Foundation and Allina Health to improve the health of 
residents in 13 communities throughout Minnesota and Western Wisconsin. 
Managed by the Penny George Institute for Health and Healing, the program 
aimed to help prevent deaths and chronic diseases related to poor nutrition, 
inadequate exercise, smoking, and hazardous drinking. Allina Health invested 
$5 million in the project through the George Family Foundation. 
HCP funded 13 hospitals and health systems to focus on three core strategy 
areas: 1) Enhancing and strengthening their health system’s role within the local 
community wellness infrastructure; 2) Improving community wellness through 
baseline biometric screening and annual rescreening activities; and 3) Devel-
oping strategies to sustain community health improvement efforts through 
changes in policies, practices, and systems and to identify resources to sus-
tain project work. The long-term goal of this work was to improve community 
health outcomes. 
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Rainbow Research, Inc. a not for profit 
research and evaluation firm located in Min-
neapolis MN (www.rainbowresearch.org), con-
ducted the evaluation of this program. The 
evaluation used a mixed methods design and 
included social network analysis, ripple effects 
mapping, case studies, telephone interviews, 
document review, and observations. Ripple 
effects mapping and social network analysis 
were conducted at the start and finish of the 
project to capture changes over time.
The evaluation questions focused on mea-
suring short-term changes in collaboration, 
changes in health behavior, and shifts in pol-
icies and practices to strengthen community 
wellness infrastructures that support com-
munity health improvement.
Project impact was examined assessed at 
three levels:
Community Change
1. How did HCP programs engage 
and contribute to the community 
wellness infrastructure in each of their communities?
2. How did HCP program components contribute to improving 
community wellness?
Community Member Wellness
3. How did screenings and community program components contribute 
to improving participant health and wellness?
Sustainability
4. How did HCP communities develop and implement policies, 
practices, and environmental changes to sustain a local 
community infrastructure?
5. What lessons were learned from this initiative that can inform the 
health field?
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
Research suggests that creating community partnerships representing multi-
ple sectors is an effective strategy for improving community health outcomes 
(Zakocs & Edwards, 2006), yet it is challenging to measure the impact of these 
highlights 
REM at two points and in four 
communities. 
REM was combined with other 
evaluation methods. Shows how 
incorporating REM into program 
planning from the beginning allows 
for a rigorous evaluation protocol. 
When programs are complex and 
extremely collaborative, it provides 
an opportunity to celebrate part-
ners’ accomplishments, even those 
not connected to the program.
challenges 
Four of eight applicant sites didn’t 
get to participate. It is challenging 
to communicate about REM and its 
purposes. Sometimes those less 
familiar with the technique do not 
translate recruitment messages 
(for example) well. Not all key 
participants were able to partici-
pate in the REM sessions. It can be 
challenging to attribute changes 
specifically to the program that is 
being evaluated. 
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strategies. Ripple Effects Mapping represents 
a type of participatory evaluation method that 
can capture community changes, including 
unintended and distal impacts of a collabo-
rative effort. The process of bringing together 
community stakeholders with varying levels 
of involvement in an intervention or program 
to reflect on community-wide changes allows 
evaluators and participants to identify and cel-
ebrate accomplishments. The process enables 
participants to see a larger picture of how mul-
tiple community efforts, whether directly sup-
ported by a specific grant program or other funded projects, work synergistically 
leading to small changes within communities that support larger impact.
The HCP project was funded in 13 different communities, each with its own his-
tory, unique nature, and readiness for change. REM offered the evaluation team 
the opportunity to capture how four unique communities used the funds, and 
the impact of the grant program. This method also provided the team to use a 
participatory approach that engages stakeholders in an interactive method to 
explore and describe community change. The participatory nature of the pro-
cess acts to build additional energy within a community, as well as creating an 
environment in which to capture rich detailed stories. Finally, the REM method 
was selected because the project funders were interested in identifying a wide 
Main Strategies
Improve community 
member wellness
• Conduct annual 
   screenings & education
• Offer employer-based    
   and community-based  
   programming   
Enhance & strengthen local health care 
systems role within the local community 
wellness infrastructure & networks 
• Enhance & strengthen relationships 
   with community organizations
• Exchange information & ideas 
   with HCP sites
Develop strategies to 
sustain community health 
improvement efforts
• Support changes 
   to processes, systems 
   and policies to support  
   community wellness
• Plan for programmatic  
   sustainability Intermediate Outcomes                                                                                                   
• Strengthened integration of health systems’ 
   role in community wellness infrastructure
• Improved health outcomes for 
   community members
• Changes in health system, local business  
   and community policies & systems to 
   support community wellness
• Ongoing healthy system support and   
   involvement in community wellness activities
Healthy Community Partnership Theory of Change
Improved 
Community 
Health
Local health care systems and communities 
collaborate to support health promotion 
polices and activities which result in:
• Improved community health
• Enhanced quality of life
• Increased health care affordability
1
32
Short Term Outcomes                                                                   
• Increased collaboration among health  
   systems & community organizations
• Improved health behaviors
• Implementation of policies &
   practices that promote wellness 
   within health systems, local business, 
   & community environments
• Additional resources secured 
   to continue HCP work       
Long Term Outcome 
The Healthy Communities Partnership Theory of Change
The process enables 
participants to see a 
larger picture of how 
multiple community 
efforts, whether directly 
supported by a specific 
grant program or other 
funded projects, work 
synergistically, leading 
to small changes within 
communities that 
support larger impact.
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set of project outcomes, including how funding like this can impact community 
outcomes, including social, economic, health, and community connectedness 
(Emery & Flora, 2006). 
The length of the project also afforded the unique opportunity to use the 
method at two times. The evaluators were excited to be able to create a visual 
map of change at two points and visually depict where some efforts expanded 
and new efforts began. This picture offers a powerful way to demonstrate com-
munity change and depict how small activities can lead to improvements and 
other synergetic efforts. 
Planning and Implementation
site selection
• Invitation. At a grantee gathering of the 13 sites, the evaluation team 
provided an overview of the evaluation methods, including Ripple 
Effects Mapping. The team presented the process and what it would 
require to participate, and invited sites to apply. 
• Application to Participate. Interested sites were asked to fill out a short 
application, discussing their interest in participating in REM and their 
capacity to engage participants and host REM events. Eight of 13 sites 
completed an application to participate in REM. 
• Selection. The Evaluation Advisory Committee selected four sites based 
on a pre-determined set of criteria, including geographic diversity, 
cohort, partnership strategy, and level of interest and commitment. 
two rem sessions Each site participated in REM at two separate times. The 
‘baseline’ session occurred at the end of the first year of funding and was 
intended to capture the baseline and early-implementation effects of the grant. 
The “post-implementation” session was held at the end of the third and final 
year of grant funding with the intention of examining how community health 
and wellness had changed over the grant’s duration.
Each grantee hospital had an HCP project coordinator, called an Ambassador, 
who served a community outreach role on the project. The Ambassador for 
each REM site was charged with recruiting 12 to 20 REM participants from their 
community partners and other project stakeholders. Ambassadors were asked 
to invite representatives from local health systems, county and city government, 
schools, local public health organizations, collaborating businesses, religious 
and civic organizations, and other local health partnerships. Participants were 
to include individuals who were actively involved in and knowledgeable about 
the HCP project, as well as individuals having some familiarity with the project, 
but only peripheral involvement. 
 120    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
Baseline ripple effects mapping
The baseline REM sessions began with an appreciative inquiry interview, in which 
participants were asked to partner with someone whom they did not know well 
and share a story in response to one of the following questions: 
• What is a highlight, achievement, or success you or your organization 
have had improving wellness through involvement with Healthy 
Communities Partnership?
• What connections with others in the community—new and/or 
deepened—have you made as a result of Healthy Communities 
Partnership? 
After a short interview process, the facilitator asked each individual to briefly 
report what their partner had shared. During this process a note taker began 
creating a map by transcribing each story onto an empty XMind mapping page 
projected on a wall or screen. Following the initial mapping, the facilitator 
posed probes encouraging participants to discuss the impacts of what they had 
shared, as well as downsides or negative consequences of the project. These 
responses were added to the mind map, and participants were invited to begin 
grouping the comments into themes. 
successes and challenges of the Baseline sessions
Participants at each of these sites were eager to participate and share. At all 
sites, the REM session gave grantees the opportunity to discuss their first-year 
accomplishments and hear how they affected the community, as well as recog-
nize and celebrate the work of other groups in their community also working on 
health and wellness activities. For some, the sessions allowed different organi-
zations working in the community to express shared goals for community well-
ness. At one session in which the grantee had done most of their year one work 
internally in the hospital, the REM session served to educate community-based 
organizations about HCP, which led to new collaborations. 
While all baseline sessions followed a similar protocol, the REM events all dif-
fered by content, participant engagement, pace, and logistics. At one site, the 
projection failed in the middle of the mapping session. The facilitator resumed 
the session using a white board and sticky notes to manually theme the com-
ments. At another site the REM event was marketed as a community feedback 
session, with the effect of a less appropriate participant group and less relevant 
discussion. These variances high-
lighted the importance of flexibility 
on the part of the evaluators and 
participants. 
For some, the sessions allowed 
different organizations working in 
the community to express shared 
goals for community wellness. 
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rem analysis and reporting
Following the REM sessions, Rainbow staff organized the comments in to 
themes, finding that most themes overlapped by site: 
• Strengthening organizational policies and practices related to health 
(4 sites) 
• Increasing community opportunities, activities, and resources related to 
health (4 sites) 
• Supporting new and strengthened collaboration and partnerships 
(3 sites) 
• Fostering a culture of wellness in the community (3 sites) 
• Ensuring that changes are sustainable (2 sites) 
• Creating new models of healthcare delivery (1 site) 
Rainbow worked with the Ambassador at each site to clarify points, validate 
themes, and indicate which items on the map were attributable to the HCP 
program. After several iterations of revision and feedback, Rainbow and the 
site Ambassador agreed on a final version of the REM, and Rainbow shared the 
document with the Ambassador to disseminate to community partners. 
After completing the revision process, Rainbow Research Assistants down-
loaded the map data into Microsoft Excel files and worked in pairs to code 
the data using a framework adapted from the Community Capitals Framework 
(Emery & Flora, 2006). Thematic counts from each site and examples of the cor-
responding nodes were included in the annual report to funders and grantee 
hospitals. 
post-implementation ripple effects mapping
The second REM session used the final version of the map created at that site 
in 2013. Each theme was isolated, enlarged, and printed on a sheet of 24” x 36” 
paper. Participants were divided into small groups consisting of 4-7 participants, 
a facilitator, and a note taker. Groups were asked to take 15 minutes to discuss 
and add to each of the themes, with the following prompts: 
• Looking at the items already on the map, have there been any 
developments or changes since 2013? 
• Are there any additional health and wellness activities or changes in the 
community that are missing from the map? 
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successes and challenges of the 
post-implementation sessions
Again, the sessions varied by participant engagement and pace. In some small 
groups participants were comfortable adding their ideas to the map, while in 
others the participants discussed changes freely, but seemed hesitant to tran-
scribe their thoughts. In these situations the facilitator stepped in to add their 
contributions to the map. 
rem analysis and reporting
Following the “Post-Implementation” Ripple Effects Mapping session, Rainbow 
Research staff entered the comments added by participants into the XMind 
program, using a different text color to distinguish new comments from base-
line comments. Comments were downloaded into Excel, and new comments 
were coded using the adapted Capitals framework. Coding percentages were 
compared between baseline and post-implementation to explore growth over 
the period of the grant. 
Rainbow will work closely with Ambassadors to create a two-page handout on 
the process and findings from their sites, including visualization and rich exam-
ples. The Ambassador may share these short reports with REM participants and 
other stakeholders. 
Final Reflections
advantages and disadvantages of using 
rem at two separate times
• REM is a positive and inclusive process, inviting community members 
to discuss successes and accomplishments. Using REM at two distinct 
rem follow-up session in Aitkin, Minnesota (photo by Ann Zukoski)
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times allows participants to see how their efforts have unfolded over 
time and can refocus and reenergize participants around their progress. 
• REM creates a venue for community members to learn about each 
other’s work and form new relationships. At one REM session, for 
example, two community members made plans to discuss a future 
collaboration. 
• Using a contribution process, REM allows participants to indicate 
activities that the hospital led, as well as activities where the hospital 
was a collaborator or did not have a role. For each item on the map, 
participants were asked to consider: Did the hospital have a role in 
this activity or accomplishment (hospital as collaborator)? Would 
this activity or accomplishment have occurred without the hospital’s 
leadership (hospital as leader)? Nodes with hospital participation were 
color coded according to the hospital’s role as leader or collaborator. 
This allowed funders to see where the grant made an impact or added 
to the synergy of an activity that others led. This approach also honored 
the contributions of other players in the community by showing all 
Poster presented at the American Evaluation Association annual conference 
Using Ripple Effect Mapping at Two Points in Time to Examine the 
Effects of a Community Health Partnership
C. Bosserman & A. Zukoski | Rainbow Research, Inc. 
S. Chazdon | University of Minnesota Extension
Method
Figure 1: Farmers Market Ripple Effects Example
Community Capitals 2013(48 coded effects)
2015
(79 coded effects) Change
Social Capital Effects
Strengthened or expanded trust or connections among people, groups and 
organizations. 65% 61%
Human Capital Effects
Changes in knowledge, attitudes, or skills among people or organizations around health, 
wellness and wellbeing. 42% 61%
Health Effects
Increased ability of  organizations or communities to promote physical, mental, or 
spiritual wellbeing at an individual or organizational level. 81% 75%
Cultural Effects
Enhanced ability of  organizations or communities to support and celebrate people's 
traditions, customs, ways of  knowing and behaving; The awareness and celebration of  
cultural diversity in the community; Strengthened ability to transmit cultural or historical 
knowledge to future generations.
2% 9%
Financial Effects
Increased access to entities and financial resources that are available to invest in the 
community. 23% 22%
Civic/Political Effects
Increased ability of  organizations or communities to engage the public or influence 
local decisions. Increased access to people, organizations, and resources that hold local, 
state, & national power.
4% 30%
Policy, Systems, & Environmental Effects
Policy effects include increased capacity for implementation of  formal and informal 
policies that governs behavior or practice within an organization or community. Systems 
effects include changes that impact all elements of  an organization, institution, or 
system. Environmental effects include improvement of  physical assets that contribute 
to the wellbeing of  communities. 
33% 46%
2013
2015
Benefits & Challenges of the Method 
• REM is positive, inclusive and participatory. Using REM at two points in time allows participants to see 
how their efforts have unfolded over time, celebrate successes, and reconvene on shared goals. 
• REM can foster new collaborations. This method makes space for community members to learn about 
each other’s work and find opportunities for future collaboration.  
• REM can isolate the impact of  the grant. Using an attribution process, REM allows participants to 
indicate which activities the initiative led, partnered on, or didn’t have a hand in at all. This allowed funders to 
see where the grant made an impact, but also honored the contributions of  other community players. 
• REM takes time and organization. Event organizers had to work hard to secure space, communicate the 
purpose, and recruit stakeholders to attend. 
• Make sure the right people are at the table. It is impossible to capture the full breadth and depth of  
community change without the right people in attendance. Make sure to include stakeholders from different 
sectors, communities, and areas of  expertise. 
Reference
Emery & Flora (2006). Spiraling up: Mapping community transformation with the community capitals 
framework. Journal of  the Community Development Society, 37(1): 19-35. 
Hospital & Community 
Health Partnership 
Fostered new and strengthened 
relationships and collaborations
Weekly Farmers Market is a collaboration 
between the City and local growers 
Market moved to a permanent 
location at the Depot
New location is more easily  
accessible to seniors 
State Health Commissioner 
visited Market during local 
visit of successful health 
improvement initiatives 
City plans to install bike 
parking to connect with trail 
Community Health Partnership led monthly 
food demonstrations and recipe tastings at 
the Farmers Market 
Partnership continued to 
hold monthly food 
demonstrations and recipe 
tastings 
Partnership collaborated with 
local grocery store to hold food 
demonstrations in the store 
during the fall and winter months 
Community tried new 
healthy foods
Vendors ran out of spaghetti 
squash after Partnership 
gave demonstration and 
tasting at the Market 
Community gave Partnership 
positive feedback about recipes
Partnership received 
requests for additional 
healthy recipes from 
community members
Health Department implemented an 
Electronic Benefits Transfer (EBT) 
reader at Farmers Market
Customers used Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) and EBT 
funds to buy healthy local foods
Customers spent over 
$300 in EBT sales
Health Department funded brand 
new EBT reader at Market 
City is still one of only rural Farmers 
Markets with an EBT reader
EBT program was improved: 
Vendors are now paid in real time 
Customers spent over $3000 in 
EBT sales in year 3
Market created an environment where 
different generations could interact
Customers come from other communities 
to attend the Farmers Market 
Table1: Community Capitol Outcomes Baseline & Post-Initiative 
Why Ripple Effect Mapping? 
• Ripple Effect Mapping (REM) is a participatory method that uses group appreciative inquiry to capture the 
intended and unintended effects of  a complex program. 
• REM was selected as a feasible method because it allowed evaluators and participants to situate the impacts 
of  the HCHP grant activities within the broader context of  community efforts. 
• REM encourages participants to share and celebrate the successes of  the initiative, as well as other 
community-wide accomplishments. 
• This method creates a platform for participants to share their work, and can result in renewed energy around 
a shared vision or goal. 
• The result is a visual ‘map’ of  activities and impacts related to health and wellness in the community, and the 
intentional and unintentional changes that have occurred as a result. 
Rainbow Research, Inc. used Ripple Effect Mapping to capture the effects of  a three-year grant program, 
Hospital and Community Health Partnership (HCHP) in four communities. The grant program funded 13 
exurban and rural hospitals to promote community health and wellness by: 
1. Strengthening the role of  the hospital within the local community health and wellness infrastructure; 
2. Conducting biometric screening and health assessments to promote the health of  individuals in the 
community; and 
3. Supporting sustainable health improvement through changes in local policy, systems, and environment. 
The evaluation of  this three-year initiative used a mixed methods approach, including document review, 
observations, interviews, Social Network Analysis, and Ripple Effect Mapping. The evaluation focused on 
capturing the breadth of  different approaches that hospitals were taking in their communities, changes in 
collaboration among community health stakeholder groups, and system-wide shifts that support community 
health improvement.   
Background
Rainbow Research used the length of  the project as an opportunity to try a novel use of  REM: Pre/Post-
Initiative Effects Mapping. 
Pre-Initiative (Baseline) REM events  
• Four grantee hospitals hosted REM meetings at the end of  their first year of  funding to capture the baseline 
and early-implementation effects of  the initiative.
• A community liaison, or “Ambassador” at each site recruited two sets of  participants: individuals that were 
knowledgeable about or active in the initiative, and individuals that were not familiar with or involved in the 
initiative. 
• People who were active in the initiative were paired with people who were not for an appreciative inquiry 
interview around achievements or successes related to improving community health and wellness. 
• Comments were shared to the group, and transcribed using the mind-mapping program XMind. During the 
share-back process, participants added additional details and ‘ripples’ to each impact. 
• Following the session the effects were grouped into themes and coded, using a coding framework adapted 
from the Community Capitals Framework (Emery & Flora, 2006).  
Post-Initiative REM events 
• The same four sites hosted REM sessions at the end of  their final year of  grant funding. Ambassadors were 
encouraged to invite individuals that had participated in their baseline REM session, as well as new 
community partners. 
• In small groups participants reviewed large printouts of  baseline maps to update activities and add new 
information. Rainbow staff  facilitated small group discussion by asking probing questions about continuing 
and new activities, resources, and policies (Figure 1: Farmers Market Example). 
• Post-initiative effects were later transcribed, themed, and coded using the same process as baseline. 
• Baseline and Post-Initiative results were compared to identify growth over the period of  the grant (Table 1). 
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activities and accomplishments, not just those 
related to the grant. 
• REM requires a significant time commitment for 
organizers and participants. Ambassadors were 
asked to recruit participants, secure a location, 
and provide food. Participants were asked to 
take two hours out of their busy schedules to 
participate. Many individuals who were active 
in the health partnerships were not able to 
attend the events, resulting in some incomplete data. 
• It is challenging to communicate about the REM purpose, process, and 
findings. Rainbow Research staff are still trying to figure out the most 
effective way to communicate about this method. 
tips for implementation
• Ensure that diverse voices are included in any REM session to capture 
the fully breadth and depth of community change. Participants should 
represent different cultures, sectors, and points of view. 
• Communicate clearly with all partners about the purpose of REM. This 
will give them the tools to communicate the purpose clearly with 
participants and ensure that all appropriate stakeholders are invited to 
participate. 
• Make room for the accomplishments of others. While framing the 
topic of the REM session and the probing questions, it’s important to 
remember the complexity of the system in which the programs operate. 
Initially, Rainbow planned to frame the REM sessions around the HCP 
grants. However, the HCP grant operated within the rich history of each 
community, involving many health and wellness stakeholders. As the 
focus of the HCP grant was to create sustainability through bolstering 
community partnerships, it became evident that it was critical to 
recognize and honor the contributions of all stakeholders and invite 
participants to share about other health and wellness impacts that did 
not involve the grantee sites. 
While framing the 
topic of the REM 
session and the 
probing questions, 
it’s important to 
remember the 
complexity of the 
system in which the 
programs operate. 
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | theming and rippling
Sustainable Harvest  
International’s Work in Two 
Rural Communities: Program 
Participants’ Perceptions
Ricardo Romero-Perezgrovas, Charlie French, 
Scott Chazdon, and Abner Mendoza
Program Description
Sustainable Harvest International (SHI) is a U.S.-based nonprofit that has worked 
in Central America since 1997 (www.sustainableharvest.org). SHI’s mission is to 
help rural farming families thrive while also preserving the environment. This 
mission is achieved through educational outreach and human capacity building 
aimed at providing farming families with the skills and knowledge to prac-
tice sustainable farming in a manner that improves their well-being (Reed & 
Romero-Perezgrovas, 2015). 
SHI target communities have low Human Development Indices (Salas-Bourgoin, 
2014), but also have rich natural resources that are threatened by land use 
change and other human factors. Both of the communities evaluated are 
located in the Cocle Province of Panama (with one of the lowest HDIs in the 
country) and belong to one of the world’s most rich biodiversity hotspots—
Cocle Province, which has several endemic species of flora and fauna, and sev-
eral national parks that cover diverse ecosystems from mangroves to cloud 
forests. Changes in land use, overexploitation of natural resources, and open pit 
mining have been putting a lot of pressure on the local ecosystems (Carse, 2012).
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The SHI program has five phases lasting five years on average in each commu-
nity. The main rationale behind SHI’s educational and capacity building is that 
environmental conservation cannot be achieved without economic develop-
ment for local farmers who base their livelihood on sustainable agriculture sys-
tems. Such systems include diversified plots, agroforestry, permanent soil cover, 
and soil regeneration. In addition, the program tries to develop new sources of 
income for families through the introduction of micro credits, micro businesses, 
added value products, rural banks, etc. It also increases learning capacity by the 
facilitation of training and exchanges between neighbors and/or communities. 
By the end of SHI’s five-phase programming in a given community, participant 
families are expected to be successfully implementing sustainable agriculture 
resource management, reforestation projects, and cultivation of food staples 
that allow them to live a healthy life. As well, SHI’s five-phase programming is 
intended to increase participant families’ confidence and capacity to continue 
learning, adapting new technologies, accessing micro or community credit 
sources, and instilling pride in their work. The overall goal is to achieve and 
maintain a balance between human and ecological systems that enables par-
ticipant families and future generations to thrive. 
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
Sustainable Harvest International has implemented some quantitative evalua-
tion tools—including baselines, yield measurements, and soil quality—in addi-
tion to some qualitative evaluation tools. However, SHI staff were looking for a 
relatively easy and economical evaluation tool that could help track perceptions 
and subtle intended and unintended effects of the program in the communities 
in which it works. 
The particular programs that the Ripple Effects Mapping (REM) exercise was used 
to evaluate took place between 2010 through 2014. The REM process was con-
ducted in September, 2015, in two rural communities: El Cocal and La Tranquilla. 
The program being evaluated in these two communities focuses on five broad 
impact areas: 1) Agroforestry, 2) Environment, 3) Food Security and Nutrition, 
4) Livelihood, and 5) Learning Capacity. Funding to support SHI’s programming 
comes from foundations and private donors; no governmental or development 
agency grants were used. The staff decided to try REM because it appeared 
to have potential to become one of the agency’s standard evaluation tools, 
help SHI better understand 
its actions, and guide in the 
modification of some aspects 
of methodology and imple-
mentation. 
SHI staff were looking for a relatively 
easy and economical evaluation tool 
that could help track perceptions 
and subtle intended and unintended 
effects of the program in the 
communities in which it works. 
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Planning and Implementation
Because SHI’s program enjoys a long-standing 
relationship with the communities and has 
many different interventions within its meth-
odology, staff planning the REM decided to 
leave the central point simply as “SHI in [name 
of the community].” The application of REM 
came as a post-intervention evaluation tool, 
although some conspicuous aspects collected 
during the sessions will be used to plan a 
series of new secondary interventions such as 
post-graduation trainings. 
The way people were selected for inclu-
sion in the REM evaluation session was to 
identify 10-12 participants, as well as 10-12 
non-program participants, since it is recog-
nized that non-participants may also accrue 
public value from a given program (French 
& Morse, 2015). From the non-participants, 
people who were aware of the program (e.g., 
neighbors or relatives of a participant) were 
selected as well as some community lead-
ers who were not already active participants 
in the program, such as school teachers or 
local government representatives. One sur-
prising aspect emerging from this approach 
was that, during the implementation stage 
for both groups, we had more attendants 
than originally invited, thanks to the interest 
and participation of partners (wives and hus-
bands) and friends of the pre-established list 
of participants.
We ran two sessions in one day (one in each 
selected community), and were able to com-
pare the results of both exercises. Although 
the communities were geographically close to each other (12 miles), they had 
two different field trainers who facilitated the majority of the activities during 
the five-year program. 
Participants and non-participants were paired together, taking turns to 
interview each other using the same set of questions. The answers were 
written down by the interviewer on sticky notes. In cases of illiterate 
participants/non-participants, SHI local staff members were at hand to help 
highlights 
First international recorded use of 
REM; used sticky notes, and notes 
were read aloud to the group; 
notes went on flip chart paper 
while being typed into XMind. Also 
had two note takers registering the 
topics and subtopics that the group 
discussions produced.
Allows field staff to reconnect with 
program participants.
challenges 
Implementation presented some 
challenges, such as language 
barriers (two of the researchers are 
Spanish native speakers, the two 
others are English native speakers, 
the four are bilingual), cultural con-
text issues (none of the researchers 
is Panamanian), and engaging audi-
ences without the ability to read 
or write—but the general feeling is 
that it could be replicated in all of 
the graduated communities within 
the SHI international network. 
One surprising aspect that 
emerged from this approach 
was that during the imple-
mentation stage for both 
groups, we had more atten-
dants than originally invited, 
thanks to the interest and 
participation of partners (wives 
and husbands) and friends 
of the pre-established list 
of participants.
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with writing. A group discussion then ensued, based on interview responses 
that were read out loud to the whole group by the interviewers; meanwhile 
the facilitator accommodated the sticky notes on a large white sheet of paper. 
The outcomes of the discussions and the information on the sticky notes were 
recorded in field notes by Charlie French and Abner Mendoza, and directly on 
XMind software by Scott Chazdon. 
The questions used were:
• What is a highlight, achievement, or success you had based on your 
involvement with SHI program in your community?
• What did these achievements lead to?
• What new or deepened connections with others did you experience 
based on your involvement with SHI?
• What did these connections lead to?
Participants in El Cocal conducting their Appreciative Inquiry interviews 
Beginning the Ripple Map in El Cocal
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figure vii.1 The personal empowerment theme on the El Cocal ripple map 
Went to Panama City to represent 
a women’s group that was 
using improved stoves
Learned to cultivate crops
Women became involved in 
agriculture and cultivating small 
gardens around the home
Esteem has increased as a result 
of supporting each other
Feeling of self-sufficiency and 
accomplishment motivates 
us to work hard
People coming from other countries to 
see what we are doing is empowering
Feeling good about our work 
and accomplishments
Community members have connected 
with others outside of the community 
to increase local capacity
Exchange 
of ideas 
at workshops
Creation 
of a local 
health plan
Desire to share 
what we know
Plan implementation 
resulted in savings 
(medical cost, 
food, etc.)
Participation 
of Women
Self Esteem
Increased 
Local Capacity
Personal 
Empowerment
The rem session generated enthusiasm among community members in Tranquilla
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• What unexpected things have 
happened as a result of your 
involvement with SHI program?
• What are the challenges you are facing 
today or that you have faced with 
the project?
The following four themes emerged from the 
REM session in El Cocal:
• Personal empowerment (e.g., to have 
a voice, organize people, and engage 
others in the community/region/country around key issues)
• Self-sufficiency (with respect to agricultural inputs, food security, 
economic situation, etc.)
• Skills gained and used to plant food in a sustainable manner that 
increases access to healthy fruits and vegetables while also sustaining 
ecosystem functions
• Community collaboration (SHI program participants learned to work 
together to leverage each other’s skills, increase efficiency, learn from 
each other, and share knowledge and resources with neighbors and 
others in the community)
The process in Tranquilla was similar to the one in Cocal and resulted in the 
same four key themes. The only distinction was that the discussion around 
self-sufficiency focused primarily on economic self-sufficiency and the ability of 
farming families to earn income, reduce expenses for things like fertilizers, and 
parlay these revenues and savings into improving quality of life. A strong theme 
that resonated in both El Cocal and Tranquilla was that of “new skills gained in 
organic, sustainable agriculture.”
This would also provide 
the Field Trainers an 
opportunity to recon-
nect with families with 
whom they worked, 
whereby they can learn 
what the long-term 
impacts have been and 
what parts of the field 
program could perhaps 
be improved or modified. 
The beginning of the Tranquilla Ripple Effect Map
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One area that did elicit discussion in both 
communities was that of failures and chal-
lenges faced by SHI participant families. The 
biggest challenge identified in Tranquilla 
was that of climate change. Specifically, 
more intense periods of rain and prolonged 
droughts were perceived as threats to the 
agrarian way of life. Participants recognize 
the importance of protecting forests and 
other key ecosystem functions, but they felt 
that they had little control over these func-
tions and that they were still vulnerable. One 
challenge identified in El Cocal that was spe-
cific to SHI’s work was the lack of knowledge 
and skills to preserve fruits and vegetables, as 
well as convert them into value-added prod-
ucts that can earn income (e.g., hot pepper 
salsa, fruit marmalades).
Final Reflections
SHI staff conclude that REM is a useful tool, 
and has the potential to be employed across 
all SHI graduate communities internationally 
(Belize, Honduras, and Panama) in the near 
future. Its implementation posed some chal-
lenges—such as language barriers, cultural 
context issues like cultivating trust between 
community members and outsiders, and 
engaging audiences who lack the ability to 
read or write—but the general feeling is that 
REM could be replicated with some adapta-
tions to the local contexts in all of the grad-
uated communities. This would also provide 
the Field Trainers an opportunity to recon-
nect with families with whom they worked, 
whereby they can learn what the long-term 
impacts have been and what parts of the 
field program could perhaps be improved or 
modified. 
The advantages of REM are that it is low-cost, 
its implementation is relatively quick, and SHI 
staff could be trained to conduct the pro-
cess without large investments of resources. 
Furthermore, the visual and qualitative data 
The Story of Gloria 
from El Cocal 
from housewife  
to national inspiration 
Gloria and her husband maintain 
a small farm in El Cocal, Panama, 
to supplement their income. With 
children to raise and elders to look 
after, Gloria spent her time keeping 
the home. As such, she rarely 
ventured to Panama City or the 
provincial capital. During the REM 
forum, she said, “I spent all my time 
tending to my family and I didn’t do 
anything else. I felt pretty low.” 
When Diomedes, Sustainable Har-
vest’s Field Trainer, began working 
in El Cocal, Gloria learned about 
vegetable production. It wasn’t long 
before she was producing peppers, 
squash, and other vegetables in her 
kitchen garden. Other women in 
town noticed and asked her if she 
could teach them to garden. This 
grew into a women’s group that 
met regularly to learn from each 
other. Soon, women from outside 
El Cocal began inviting Gloria to 
meet with them. And last year, a 
group of women entrepreneurs in 
Panama City invited her to speak at 
a national conference. She said, “I 
feel good about myself and happy 
that I can inspire other women.” 
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provided as part of the process complements all quantitative survey data anal-
ysis currently used by the organization. It is important to remember that REM 
is just one method for capturing some of the long-term, subtle impacts and 
perceptions about SHI’s program. As such, it is not intended to stand alone, but 
rather it complements how SHI captures and communicates the impacts of its 
field programs.
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | theming and rippling
Using REM to Understand 
Statewide Systems Improvements 
in Child Care Quality
Mary Marczak, Kit Alviz, Alisha Hardman,  
Emily Becher, Tonia Durden, and Sara Croymans
Program Description
The Military Child Care Expansion Initiative (MCCEI), funded jointly by the U.S. 
Department of Defense (DoD) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, was com-
prised of two projects, the Military Child Care Liaison Initiative (MCCLI) and the 
Childcare and Youth Training and Technical Assistance Project (CYTTAP). The ini-
tiative was designed to improve the awareness and availability of quality child-
care for military children and families through increased collaboration among 
federal agencies and utilization of existing local, state, and federal resources. 
The two projects were expected to increase availability of quality, affordable 
childcare and professional development opportunities to direct care providers 
in states with high populations of off-installation military families.
This was a partnership between the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL, overall 
project leadership), Penn State University (development of effective child care 
quality tools and resources), and the University of Minnesota Extension Center 
for Family Development (evaluation). The University of Minnesota Extension was 
brought into support the evaluation of an ongoing initiative from 2011–2014. 
The initial project targeted 13 states that were part of the Child Care Quality 
Sub-Inter-Agency Policy Committee (IPC) pilot project. The project developed 
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quality training resources and provided training and technical assistance to 
increase the knowledge and skills of child care providers. It also leveraged a 
comprehensive community capacity building model that included professional 
development, ongoing technical assistance and mentoring, and the strength-
ening of partnerships among educational leaders and statewide stakeholders 
in each state. Through this ongoing work, it was anticipated that models that 
increased access to high-quality child care would be developed and replicated 
elsewhere, as needed.
The project evaluated illustrates the characteristics of complex adaptive sys-
tems: nonlinear, adaptive, uncertain, and co-evolutionary (Patton, 2011). The 
evaluation context includes:
• Multiple states with diverse historical contexts in terms of support for 
quality childcare
• Existing cadres of professionals in each state with long 
collaborative histories
• Two initiatives infused into existing efforts
• Two federal funders
• Multiple land-grant university entities, all working together to promote 
systems change
The Decision to Use Ripple Effects Mapping
The complexities and the multiple moving parts inherent in this evaluation 
context called for a more holistic approach to understanding processes and 
figure vii.2 States participating in the Child Care Quality pilot project
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resulting effects. Every state had a lengthy 
history around and unique pathways to 
improving child care quality. To understand 
systems change contexts in each state, it was 
critical to hear from key informants within 
each state. One of the developmental evalua-
tion approaches Michael Quinn Patton notes 
for understanding impacts is what he titles 
“retrospective developmental evaluation” 
(Patton, 2011, p. 294). When evaluating a con-
text where people have a history of engage-
ment in like-minded social change work, 
evaluators need to understand the emergent 
efforts and their effects within the context 
of their history. Rather than looking ahead, 
the evaluation story needs to look back and 
understand what has already occurred and 
how that history is connected to current 
efforts and related effects.
In addition to complexity, there was some 
anxiety and distrust by the key leadership 
within the states about the evaluation in 
general: “Why are you coming to our state 
to evaluate our efforts? You are not from 
here, so how would you understand our his-
tory and how things work in our state?” REM, 
with its foundation in Appreciative Inquiry 
techniques, eased the way by reducing this 
anxiety while enhancing the ability to gather 
important stories of impact. 
REM was part of a larger, multi-method eval-
uation of this complex initiative. Other evalu-
ations included: 
• a follow-up online survey for practitioners who completed the training 
to assess their current efforts implementing child care and after school 
programs; 
• yearly phone/Skype interviews with key project leaders; 
• an online survey of all statewide partners to assess processes, efforts, 
and accomplishments of the statewide partnership; 
• an online survey of all participants who received one-on-one mentoring 
or technical assistance to assess the quality of assistance received, 
satisfaction with the assistance received, key learnings, ways they are 
highlights 
Did REM at the halfway point—
enough time for impacts to have 
happened and enough time left to 
make changes based on the data.
Energizing, rewarding experience 
for participants. Helps them deepen 
connections with one another and 
problem solve as well as generate 
ideas for building on successes.
challenges 
Sometimes it was difficult to get 
participants back on track due to 
forward thinking conversations 
about how individuals should 
connect their joint efforts in the 
future or one entity offering to help 
with a barrier another mentioned in 
passing. Explanations of how things 
came to be can be ambiguous. Con-
cluded that REM can’t be the only 
evaluation method used.
When evaluating a context 
where people have a history 
of engagement in like-minded 
social change work, evaluators 
need to understand the emer-
gent efforts and their effects 
within the context of their his-
tory. Rather than looking ahead, 
the evaluation story needs to 
look back and understand what 
has already occurred and how 
that history is connected to cur-
rent efforts and related effects.
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utilizing what they have learned, and how these experiences have 
improved their and their organizations’ practices;
• exploration of existing data; and 
• analysis of relevant program documents, including state strategic plans 
for training and for improving the quality and quantity of child care and 
after school programs, sustainability plans, training agendas, objectives, 
and protocols.
Planning and Implementation
The University of Minnesota Extension evaluation team worked with partners 
at UNL and DoD to identify the focus of the REM session. Discussion about the 
central question for REM and approval by DoD was achieved through on-going 
project check-ins. In the end, the central theme was a natural one for the proj-
ect: “Improving the quality and quantity of childcare in [state].” REM was con-
ducted at approximately a half-way point of the larger project. This gave the 
projects enough time to have made changes (and understand ripple effects) as 
well as affording the opportunity for states to use the information to improve 
their efforts.
Buy-in from key decision makers as well as those on the ground who would 
facilitate the gathering was critical for building credibility and the overall success 
of the REM implementation. It was important that invitations for participation in 
REM came from someone within the state who had the trust of key leadership 
in the state. In this project, the REM session logistics were largely dependent on 
the systems-building project staff in the state, referred to as Military Child Care 
Liaisons (MCCLs). When contacted, the MCCLs and other project staff shared some 
initial concerns about whether the successes of the project would be accurately 
represented through the REM process. Once the MCCLs were assured about the 
strengths-based way to understand the unique landscape for quality childcare in 
each state, the evaluation team was able to work closely with the state MCCLs to 
identify existing working groups and committees that would bring partners to a 
central location, and, when possible, they 
scheduled a REM session with an existing 
meeting. Ultimately, MCCLs felt comfort-
able inviting their colleagues to the REM 
sessions because the process was inclu-
sive of all participants’ stories of state-
wide childcare efforts.
After consultation with the evaluation team, the MCCLs in each state connected 
with stakeholders differently depending on state contexts: some worked with 
or developed new working groups, while others worked on an individual basis 
with agencies. Because of this, six of the nine REM sessions were conducted with 
existing groups working on child care issues, and three were conducted with 
It was important that invita-
tions for participation in REM 
came from someone within 
the state who had the trust of 
key leadership in the state. 
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individuals invited by the MCCLs. 
The MCCLs scheduled each event, 
secured the location, organized 
the space, and invited partici-
pants who were key players in 
the childcare field in each state. 
The composition of each group 
was different depending on the 
state and represented various 
agencies (e.g., State Depart-
ments of Education or Health 
and Human Services, land-grant 
university project partners, mil-
itary child and family organiza-
tions, and National Guard and 
Reserve). Group size ranged 
from nine to seventeen.
Two members of the evalua-
tion team facilitated one REM 
session per state. The stories 
of past, present, and future efforts to improve quality child care were unique 
to each state, and thus the maps were created for each state and situated in 
their unique contexts. However, it was also agreed that cross-state analyses 
would be conducted to understand pathways and processes for larger systems 
change. States were afforded similar protections around confidentiality and 
member-checks. 
The evaluation team developed a protocol, including a checklist of items to bring 
to the session, a schedule for the REM session, brief background information 
on the initiative, a script for each section of the process, and sample probes to 
use during the interviews to elicit more detailed responses. The REM session in 
each state was scheduled for two hours. Some went longer than scheduled. In 
one case, a major snow storm was beginning, and the REM participants asked to 
shorten the interview to one hour. However, once the interview began, most par-
ticipants wanted to continue to discuss the issues and stayed the full two hours. 
During the appreciative inquiry stage, participants were put into pairs and asked 
to interview each other using the following questions: “What is something about 
your involvement with this group [existing group working on child care quality 
issues] that you are excited about or proud to share?” or, if they were not part of 
an existing group, “What is a highlight, achievement or success you had in your 
work with improving the quality of childcare that you’d like to share?” Partici-
pants were instructed that after the one-on-one interviews, they would share 
their partner’s story with the large group. Following the interviews, the group 
reconvened and each pair took turns reporting back to the group. One member 
 
 
 
***This graphic represents general themes amalgamated from a variety of maps generated during the data collection stage of this project. 
Specific data that might identify a particular state was kept confidential due to the ature of the evaluation contract.  
Improving the 
quality and quantity 
of child care state-
wide
Relationships 
and 
networking 
and 
collaboration
Resources
Child-care 
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figure vii.3 General thematic map 
from the REM sessions
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of the evaluation team served to facilitate the larger group discussion while the 
other mapped the discussion into key themes using a computer and overhead 
projector. After all pairs shared, the participants discussed the key themes for 
accuracy and relevance in reflecting the issue in their state and identifying gaps. 
During the mapping stage, the map was broadcast live on a screen, allowing 
participants to watch it come to life and encouraging shared story-telling and 
meaning making. As each pair reported to the large group, the facilitator asked 
follow-up questions to gain clarification or to deepen group understanding of 
the “so what?” in terms of the impact the successes made for their work, the 
work of their organization, and systems within their state. Participants were 
encouraged to review their comments as they appeared on the map and to 
voice concerns if the map did not accurately reflect what they shared, either in 
the wording or through connections made. While time constraints did not allow 
for development of completed ripple maps, each state was able to generate the 
start of a map. Participants agreed that a full map could be developed by the 
evaluators using the audio recordings and later validated by member-checking. 
The process at this point began to broadly follow the tradition of content anal-
ysis within qualitative research (Patton, 2002). The REM process is itself a form 
of open coding, with participants creating the codes placed upon the map. Fol-
lowing this, sub-categories were grouped into higher orders of categories and 
then into “themes” of how the larger categories inter-related and connected to 
the central organizing concept of “improving quality and quantity of childcare.” 
This process was based both on how participants conceptually grouped the 
ripples and how the evaluation team saw the ripples relating logically. After the 
map was complete, a narrative was written to describe concepts and linkages 
on the map; this was followed by peer debriefing by the two evaluation team 
members who moderated the session. The draft ripple effect map and narrative 
was then sent to the state MCCL for member checking. The member-checking 
process was a group validation tool that was crucial for establishing the validity 
of the interpretation of each state’s ripple effect map.
Final Reflections
Evaluators’ observations and participant comments indicated that, in all nine 
REM sessions, the appreciative inquiry and networking component were valu-
able experiences. The appreciative inquiry interview process, in particular, was a 
profound experience for many attendees. Most members were used to getting 
together to problem-solve issues and to figure out how to do things better 
in the future. However, they rarely had the opportunity to gather, stop, and 
look back to see how far they had come and appreciate and celebrate each 
other’s successes towards a mutual vision. This sharing and affirmation of their 
hard work brought emotion (there was some crying in different groups), and 
noticeable change in energy amongst the participants (from caution and reser-
vation at the beginning to excitement and recharged energy toward the end). In 
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addition to the added value of “recharging” the 
members, discussions across key stakeholders 
also fostered new connections and participants’ 
broader understanding of what others were 
doing relative to the issue they all cared about. 
Sometimes it was difficult to get participants 
back on track due to forward thinking conversa-
tions about how individuals should connect their 
joint efforts in the future or to one entity offering 
to help with a barrier another mentioned in 
passing. There was an observed willingness and 
excitement to coordinate and share resources to 
improve the quality and quantity of childcare in 
each state. 
Through creation of the map, states developed a 
collective story reflective of the landscape of the 
quality and quantity of childcare in their state, 
which could then be used by states to guide 
future endeavors and inform strategic decisions. 
One state printed a poster of their map to use as 
a tool for strategic planning. This meets a key fea-
ture of REM, which is “…the potential to generate 
further movement towards group, organizational, 
or community goals” (Hansen Kollock et al., 2012). 
Likely the most important aspect was getting 
buy-in from key decision makers as well as those 
on the ground who would facilitate the gath-
ering. This was critical for building credibility and 
the overall success of the REM implementation. It 
was important that invitations for participation 
in REM came from someone within the state who had the trust of key state 
leadership. Needless to say, ripple mapping, as an application of the engaging 
and empowering nature of the group interview in line with the tradition of par-
ticipatory evaluation research (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998; Smits & Champagne, 
2008), and appreciative inquiry aimed at capturing organizations’ successes and 
strengths versus focusing on problems and weaknesses (Coughlan, Preskill & 
Catsambas, 2003), paved the way for our team to obtain invaluable buy-in. 
Most members were used 
to getting together to 
problem-solve issues and 
to figure out how to do 
things better in the future. 
However, they rarely had 
the opportunity to gather, 
stop, and look back to see 
how far they had come and 
appreciate and celebrate 
each other’s successes 
towards a mutual vision. 
This sharing and affirmation 
of their hard work brought 
emotion (there was some 
crying in different groups), 
and noticeable change in 
energy amongst the par-
ticipants (from caution and 
reservation at the beginning 
to excitement and recharged 
energy toward the end). 
Through creation of the 
map, states developed a 
collective story reflective of 
the landscape of the quality 
and quantity of childcare in 
their state, which could then 
be used by states to guide 
future endeavors and inform 
strategic decisions. 
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EXAMPLES oF REM IN PRACTICE | theming and rippling
Using Ripple Effects Mapping  
to Evaluate a Participatory 
Tourism Assessment Program 
Cynthia C. Messer, Liz Templin, Scott Chazdon,  
& Rani Bhattacharyya1
Program Description
Minnesota’s Tourism Assessment Program 
(TAP) analyzes a community’s tourism 
potential using an engaged community 
process. The University of Minnesota Tour-
ism Center created the Tourism Assess-
ment Program in 2007 using tools from the 
Center’s Community Tourism Development 
manual. It was initially developed as a 
rapid assessment to inventory community 
attractions and assess potential in smaller, 
rural communities where leaders identified 
tourism as a development opportunity. The 
original program included: 
• Identification of tourism assets by 
community teams
1 Collaborators also included Lisa (Hermanson) Anderson, a graduate student at 
the University of Minnesota Extension’s Center for Community Vitality
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• A community visit and assessment by 
an external team of tourism specialists
• A community meeting to gather 
resident attitudes and perceptions 
of the community’s tourism 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, 
and threats
• A written report of findings and 
recommendations for local action
Program delivery is a collaboration of the 
Tourism Center and the University of Min-
nesota Extension’s Center for Community 
Vitality. Communities pay a cost-share fee 
to cover out-of-pocket costs for travel, with 
government funding paying for Extension 
staff time. Frequently, communities obtain 
grants to cover at least a portion of this fee.
The Decision to Use Ripple 
Effects Mapping
Our interest was three-fold: (1) to accurately 
document program impacts in the three 
communities, 2) to provide feedback to com-
munity leaders as they continue to pursue tourism development strategies, and 
3) to strengthen the program with new evaluation techniques. Several factors 
led the evaluation team to consider Ripple Effects Mapping (REM). 
First, no formal impact evaluation had been done with the early versions of the 
program. Tourism Assessment Program efforts were briefly evaluated at the end 
of the engagement and summarized within internal program reporting, but no 
additional follow-up evaluation was conducted. 
Second, as the program has evolved, the need for solid evaluation was iden-
tified both for the community and for program development. Universities are 
increasingly seeking to measure both outcomes and impacts of educational 
programming. REM was suggested as a tool for both developmental evalua-
tion and program impact evaluation. The Tourism Assessment Program is an 
engaged, participatory program, and a participatory evaluation model is appro-
priate for impact evaluation. As noted in Bhattacharyya, R.A., Templin E., Messer 
C.C., and Chazdon, S.A. (2017), Cousins and Whitmore (1998) define practical 
participatory evaluation as supporting program refinement and problem 
solving, with decision making balanced between the evaluator and commu-
nity members. Practical participatory education is a widely utilized approach 
highlights 
The longer you wait to do REM, the 
more impacts there are to report. 
Recommends a longitudinal 
approach to address this (see WA/ID 
Horizons case study).
challenges 
Wait too long to do REM, and 
you may lose memory and 
original participants.
Torock (2009) suggests, “Qual-
ity educational programs 
require participants to recall 
prior knowledge, introduce 
new knowledge, and help 
participants make connections 
between prior and new infor-
mation for individual inter-
nalization. Therefore it is the 
responsibility of Extension edu-
cators to ensure opportunities 
for reflection—not just program 
evaluation—are a part of the 
learning process”( p. 2). 
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in land-grant University Extension programs. Torock (2009) suggests, “Quality 
educational programs require participants to recall prior knowledge, introduce 
new knowledge, and help participants make connections between prior and 
new information for individual internalization. Therefore it is the responsibility 
of Extension educators to ensure opportunities for reflection—not just program 
evaluation—are a part of the learning process” (p. 2). 
Ripple Effects Mapping provided an opportunity to re-engage the community in 
looking at its progress in tourism development, and to provide needed outcome 
and impact evaluation to managers of this Extension program. The Community 
Capitals Framework by Flora, Flora, and Fey (2004) was used to code the reported 
impacts in a manner that was both theoretically grounded and relevant to the 
community. Specifically, the Ripple Effects Mapping process, using the Commu-
nity Capitals Framework, did the following: 
• Introduced language (human, social, cultural, built, financial, political, 
and natural capitals) that captured impacts across examples 
and communities.
• Documented the anticipated building of social capital through 
enhanced relationships- Tourism development is collaborative by 
nature. Collaborative programs often build social capital, but are not 
credited for it. 
• Identified the other impacts resulting from the strengthened 
social capital.
• Captured intended and unintended impacts.
• Engaged stakeholders who validate results.
Planning and Implementation
Ripple Effects Mapping was used to docu-
ment outcomes identified by community 
residents and leaders after participating 
in the Tourism Assessment Program. REM 
workshops were conducted in 2013 with 
three communities that had participated 
in the program between 2007 and 2009. 
The communities have populations ranging 
from just under 1,000 to almost 5,000. Two 
communities, Fertile and New York Mills, 
are located in Northwest Minnesota, and 
the third, Chisago Lakes, is located near 
the Twin Cities metro area. These commu-
nities were selected because:
• They were early program participants, so several years had passed since 
their involvement, allowing for implementation of projects.
New York Mills
Chisago Lakes
Fertile
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• Members of the program team were aware of community action 
following the tourism assessment program visits.
• Some of the community leaders involved in the Tourism Assessment 
Program were still engaged in the community.
Community members in each session included previous program participants 
as well as non-participants who were connected to tourism. Participants were 
recruited by a local contact who was actively involved in tourism develop-
ment. The different points of view helped highlight connections between the 
direct activities of program and the resulting “ripples” of activities beyond the 
scope of the program. The REM sessions included 14–22 participants, divided 
approximately equally between program participants and non-participants. The 
number of participants in each REM session was as follows: 14 in New York Mills, 
22 in Fertile, and 18 in Chisago Lakes. 
The session began with a clarification of the definition of tourism used in the 
REM. Next, each program participants was paired with a non-participant stake-
holder to share responses to one of three questions:
• What is a highlight, achievement, or success you had based on your 
involvement in tourism development during the past five years?
• What is something about your involvement in tourism development in 
the past five years that you are proud to share?
• What connections with others—new and/or deepened—have you 
made as a result of tourism development work in the past five years?
Each pair shared its answers with the group, and the evaluation team recorded 
these on a mind map visible to the entire group. Participants then identified 
links between outcomes, adding additional ones that came to mind during the 
discussion. The mind maps created during each session were then vetted in a 
follow-up with community leaders to fill in gaps and confirm connections.
Next, the program evaluation team identified the following themes common 
across each of the three communities:
• Increased relationships developed either within the community or with 
partners outside the community.
• Increased awareness of the community’s visitor markets.
• Expanded awareness and development of tourism infrastructure within 
the community.
Using these themes, teams of two evaluators coded each outcome to the 
Community Capitals Framework to identify patterns in how the communities 
allocated their resources to achieve these outcomes. The process allowed out-
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comes to be coded into one or more community capital categories. Community 
Capital coded outcomes were then grouped according to each program theme: 
• Recognized Relationship Building: Social and political capitals 
• Recognized Awareness of Visitor Markets: Financial and human capitals
• Awareness and Development of Infrastructure: Cultural, built, natural, 
and health capitals
Each community’s map yielded a broad range of reported effects. New York 
Mills reported 71 distinct effects, Fertile reported 80, and Chisago Lakes reported 
90. While recorded as singular effects within each community, some ripple 
effects mobilized more than one type of community capital and thus were 
coded under multiple capitals. By recording these secondary effects, the larger 
impact of the initial event was captured and measured. New York Mills focused 
on mobilizing its cultural assets, Fertile on mobilizing its financial assets, and 
Chisago Lakes on mobilizing its social assets. Each community reported high 
percentages of financial effects. Additionally, New York Mills had a much higher 
proportion of political and cultural impacts than the other communities, and 
Fertile demonstrated the most human capital effects (Bhattacharyya et al., 2017).
A follow-up meeting was held with each community to share its completed Rip-
ple Effects Map and the actions coded to the Community Capitals Framework. 
The goal was to deepen people’s understanding of the data and encourage 
continued tourism development efforts. Participant evaluations indicate that 
figure vii.4 Comparison of coded effects across all three communities 
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the workshop helped community members contextualize their recent tourism 
development efforts within the Community Capitals Framework. 
The evaluation team included two Extension educators, one Extension tourism 
specialist, and one Extension program evaluation specialist. They were assisted 
by a graduate student during the data collection and coding portions of the 
project. The roles were as follows:
• One Extension Educator facilitated the discussions / questions.
• At the beginning of the REM session, the Tourism Specialist introduced 
the program and facilitated discussion to reach a shared understanding 
of tourism.
• One of the Extension Educators or the graduate student served as the 
recorder, entering the data directly into the software projected onto a 
screen in the room.
The Community Capitals framework was familiar to two of the three commu-
nities prior to conducting the TAP, so when the REM was shared with them, it 
reinforced their understanding of their strengths. It was new terminology for 
one community who valued its REM, but did not appreciate this framework. 
Therefore, our advice is to introduce the framework early in the program and 
not just in the evaluation phase. 
Final Reflections
Ripple Effects Mapping has now been integrated into the Tourism Assessment 
Program. It will not only allow the program team to engage the community 
throughout the program, but will continue the engagement in post-program 
evaluation. Of particular interest is the potential to use REM longitudinally to 
follow participating communities’ success in their tourism development efforts.
The strength of REM is its participatory methodology. It engages community 
residents in thinking about what they are doing to keep moving forward with 
tourism development efforts. This has both generated community pride and 
rallied residents to get involved. One city administrator commented that there 
is limited time to reflect on what has all happened—it is energizing to see the 
progress made over time. This enthusiastic engagement was seen in each com-
munity, to the point that it was sometimes a challenge for the recorder to keep 
up with the information being shared.
A weakness of REM is that it is often difficult for residents to parse out what can 
be specifically attributed to the Tourism Assessment Program. Often residents 
identified activities that were either in process or were identified prior to the 
program. While this is important for Extension, it is less so for community resi-
dents who are looking at the bigger role of tourism in their community.
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Providing food at each of the mapping 
sessions helped ensure participation. It 
made scheduling easier because partic-
ipants didn’t need to squeeze in eating 
between appointments. The food was 
served first, providing social time for resi-
dents and a transition from the day’s activ-
ities. It set a positive tone for the meeting.
A challenge was getting the same people 
who were involved in the Tourism Assess-
ment Program to come to the REM session. 
The TAP was a short-term intervention, 
so it was more challenging bringing the 
same people together several years later. 
Also, they may or may not remember the 
name of the program they were involved 
in. Since these early applications of the 
program and building on these findings, 
the program has been revised to include a 
deeper engagement over a longer period of time. 
Timing is another challenge. Tourism development happens over time. The 
REMs conducted in 2013 were for programs conducted in 2007. During the inter-
vening years, there were changes in key staff positions in all three communities, 
making it difficult to identify and recruit the key players from the original pro-
gram. As a result, some information was lost, but a greater number of impacts 
were reported due to the additional time for implementation. A shorter time 
frame between the conclusion of the program and the REM evaluation is sug-
gested. This should make it easier to recruit original program participants with 
fresher memories of the program, but the downside may be fewer impacts 
because of the shorter time to implement tourism development efforts. 
A longitudinal approach to REM may address this by including REM at the end 
of the program to set a baseline and then repeating the process 2-3 years 
later. University of Minnesota program team members are exploring this as 
part of a more integrated evaluation process for the enhanced Tourism Assess-
ment Program. 
The strength of REM is its 
participatory methodol-
ogy. It engages community 
residents in thinking about 
what they are doing to keep 
moving forward with tour-
ism development efforts. 
This has both generated 
community pride and rallied 
residents to get involved. 
A weakness of REM is that it 
is often difficult for resi-
dents to parse out what can 
be specifically attributed 
to the Tourism Assessment 
Program. Often residents 
identified activities that 
were either in process or 
were identified prior to 
the program.
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PART VIII
Conclusion: REM as a 
Transformative Evaluation Tool
Scott Chazdon, Mary Emery,  
Debra Hansen, Lorie Higgins, and Rebecca Sero
As the five individuals who have been the primary advocates, trainers, and 
practitioners of Ripple Effects Mapping, as well as editors of this publication, 
we thought our reflections on the transformative qualities of Ripple Effects 
Mapping would be an appropriate way to end this book. Below, we respond 
in round robin fashion to four questions about REM as a transformative evalu-
ation tool:
1. How has REM been personally transformative?
2. How has REM transformed our field?
3. How has REM transformed our organizations?
4. How has REM transformed our communities?
We hope our excitement and passion for REM is catching and that you, too, will 
be inspired to use REM in your work.
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Personal Transformation
emery I have been absolutely captivated by the process 
of charting/graphing changes in the capitals as a way 
to understand the community change process. We all 
know the difference between a project that engages the 
community and “spirals up” to generate impacts across 
the community and a project that, once the funding has 
ended, leaves no trace. I want to figure out what goes 
on in the first project that makes it possible for oth-
ers in the community to catch the energy and passion 
and get involved. I want to see how that change happens—how the small 
pebble/project can create ripples across the entire community pond. As a result 
of focusing on these questions, I have come to see that our notion of the roles 
of cultural and social capital needs to deepen and broaden if we want to really 
understand transformative system-level change and figure out strategies that 
foster transformations in communities and organizations. This focus has made 
me aware of the power of small changes in program implementation that can 
have larger impacts across the community and shown that we, as community 
development practitioners, have a great deal of influence on the possibility of 
spiraling up by nurturing opportunities to build transformative social and cul-
tural capital assets in any interaction/project work with communities, organiza-
tions, and our colleagues. These insights further support the emerging vital role 
of coaching in community development practice (communitycoaching.com).
hansen Ripple Effects Mapping put energy back in my 
Extension work. At the end of the complex 18-month 
Horizons project, I was feeling that we had just ridden a 
wild ride, but I wasn’t exactly clear whether we captured 
all of the good work that had happened in the communi-
ties. Designing our version of REM (the in-depth method) 
helped answer that question for Horizons, and then 
became a tool that I deployed on smaller and more varied 
projects. It is the work that gives me life, and if I had my 
druthers, I’d ditch all of the administrative work I do and ripple map all the time. 
Okay, that’s not quite realistic, but I do find myself looking for opportunities to 
do REM or teach REM as much as possible. I’m a former graphic designer, so the 
visual aspect is right down my alley, and I love to facilitate group discussions 
with the Appreciative Inquiry approach. I will also freely admit that I don’t love 
traditional evaluation, so the way REM engages and enthuses community partic-
ipants and makes them excited about the work they have accomplished helps 
me feel great about my work, too.
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higgins I first used REM as a way to understand what hap-
pened in Idaho Horizons communities, and mapped every 
community that went through Phase 2 of the program. 
I had been interested in using the community capitals 
framework and wanted to identify the kind of capitals 
built by Horizons. I didn’t anticipate the profound impact 
mapping would have on participants—the many “aha” 
moments it afforded, and the way it helped them visualize 
relationships between outcomes and program compo-
nents was beyond my expectations. Increased levels of positive energy surprised 
me, too, and after a couple of sessions I remember thinking, “What is happening 
here?” In each community, the process unfolded similarly: at first there was mar-
ginal interest in delving into the “what happened” of it all, but as stories began 
to unfold and appear in words and color on the butcher paper, a perceptible rise 
in energy and enthusiasm occurred every time. Participants left feeling they had 
truly accomplished something and that volunteering time to their community 
was paying off. I’d like to map the impacts of ripple mapping because I know 
it has a positive, catalytic effect on people. As an academic and practitioner of 
community development, I love when something is a tool for research and com-
munity development at the same time, and REM is just such a tool.
 
chazdon Learning about REM and conducting REM ses-
sions has transformed my evaluation career. Before 
learning about REM, I already thought of myself as a par-
ticipatory evaluator. With my background in qualitative 
sociology and anthropology, I was drawn to the use of 
highly engaged evaluation tools such as depth inter-
viewing and participant observation. For several years, I 
had employed the Community Capitals Framework to 
design interview protocols in which I would interview 
program participants and community stakeholders about the impacts of Exten-
sion community development programs. Then I learned about Ripple Effects 
Mapping and saw the power of conducting the evaluation work as a group 
activity with mind mapping. Every time I conduct a REM session, I am blown 
away by the generative power of the process of engaging people to reflect on 
their successes (as well as their challenges). As an evaluator who wants my 
work to make a difference, I cannot think of a better way to support the gener-
ative energy of a group, and to yield information that is useful for the traditional 
stakeholder audiences such as funders, as well as deeply meaningful and useful 
for the participants themselves.
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sero As a qualitative researcher and evaluator, I have 
always found the most meaning in context. My work has 
focused on understanding the “why” underneath the 
surface, the story behind the numbers, the answer to 
the posed question. So imagine my excitement when I 
started as the Evaluation Specialist for Washington State 
University Extension and one of the first faculty I met was 
Debra, who was excited to tell me about “this remarkable 
new way we’re talking with organizations to get infor-
mation about their impact.” To be introduced to a new qualitatively-focused 
evaluation technique was the quintessential professional gold mine. From my 
perspective, the power of Ripple Effects Mapping rests within its flexibility; it 
can be used across multiple settings and with various types of participants 
to document those intended and unintended effects of a program, project, 
community, coalition, and/or system. I have been lucky enough to witness the 
power of a REM session, where the Extension professional walks away from a 
mapping having effectively evaluated their community work, while the par-
ticipating community is left with a better sense of its accomplishments and a 
renewed vision for the future. When looking for meaning, when wanting to hear 
stories, when needing to understand, REM provides all that…and much more.
Transformation of the Field
chazdon REM has its origins in community development work, and it con-
tinues to grow as a resource in that field. After several years of trainings and 
presentations, we have witnessed enormous growth in interest in the commu-
nity development field, and now even internationally (see the SHI case study, 
125). Increasingly, REM is seen (as it should be) as an integral part of commu-
nity development interventions, not just an afterthought. I was so encouraged 
when our own Tourism Center in Minnesota made a commitment to incorpo-
rate Ripple Effects Mapping as a strategic element in the design of its Tourism 
Assessment Program (see case study, 140), and I have also supported the 
integration of REM into the design of leadership, civic engagement, and B R&E 
programming in my state. 
hansen Community and economic development projects and programs gener-
ally take a long time to realize community change—and it often saps the energy 
of the people engaged in the work. I’ve seen many faculty add REM into a set 
of tools that they use for evaluating their projects, and I think it has energized 
them as well. I see them being inspired from the clients and constituents they 
work with—in their words. 
higgins REM proves that evaluation does not have to be painful or complicated! 
It also demonstrates the value of participatory approaches to reflection and 
evaluation. Participants leave a REM session feeling empowered and vital, rather 
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than feeling like they just had something done to, or extracted from, them. 
As community development practitioners, fostering empowerment and vitality 
should be a goal of all that we do professionally. Contacts in the non-profit 
sector have been reaching out to explore use of REM in their program work and 
I think we will see a parallel growth in adoption in agencies, non-governmental 
organizations, service learning/experiential college courses, and Extension. Pro-
fessionals who serve communities know their work makes a difference, but 
until now, demonstrating some of those impacts has been challenging. A lead-
ership training graduate who runs for office two years afterward will probably 
not remember to call the trainer to let them know he/she is utilizing what was 
learned. Nor should they; it is their hard work that has led to a momentous 
decision and should they pause to reflect on the path that led to the decision, it 
does not mean they will contact every influential person involved in their jour-
ney. Now we have a way to capture the seeds as they bloom as well as identify 
the other factors that led to positive change. I also believe participants are even 
better equipped to be change agents, because REM demonstrates the systemic 
connections between arenas of activity.
sero Measuring condition change is challenging for community and economic 
development programming efforts, especially those programs that are complex, 
evolving, and have broad public participation. Oftentimes, community devel-
opment work is foundational and focuses on building relationships and various 
local capacities. Later quantifiable impacts, such as job creation, cannot always 
be traced back to the original capacity-building effort. As noted by Workman 
and Scheer (2012), very few (6%) of published evaluations of Extension-based 
programs obtain the highest “condition change” level of evidence from Ben-
nett’s hierarchy (Bennett, 1975). However, impact measurement is possible, 
especially if qualitative methods are considered. Despite all of these challenges, 
institutions, organizations, and individuals are continually asked to report out-
comes and impacts for our work and programmatic efforts. In the end, we will 
not be able to sustain our community development work if we are not able to 
document the value we are creating among our communities and their mem-
bers. REM offers community development professionals an evaluation technique 
that can be used as part of a broader evaluation process to help address and 
answer these complex questions. 
emery In Community Development, we often talk about how the practice 
has moved beyond the theory, and that we need better theoretical models 
to understand what the practitioners are learning about what works and why. 
REM has the potential to help us create a more robust link between theory and 
what happens in the field as we look to theory to help us explain the process by 
which a set of actions create impacts beyond the immediacy of those actions. 
Secondly, REM encourages practitioners to think about how actions in a specific 
program area can have impacts in multiple capitals. 
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The practice of REM and reflections about the REM process have also taught 
us how important reflexive praxis is in the community—that transformative 
change can only happen when it is recognized as such. REM provides commu-
nities and organizations with a strategy for creating the opportunity for socially 
constructing local meaning around transformative change elements. Practi-
tioners of REM are more attuned to the nuances of community change as they 
engage in community development work. We have seen the value of tracing 
linkages; we can visualize what linkages are possible and work with people to 
make that happen. 
Thirdly, I think REM is vastly under-utilized as a research tool. Reed (2010) raises 
the issue of how researchers are connected to the world they research. “In the 
production of knowledge about social life, two social contexts come together: 
the context of investigation, consisting of the social world of the investigator, 
and the context of explanation, consisting of the social world of the actors who 
are the subject of study.” One strategy for overcoming this gap lies in placing 
both contexts in the larger social structure (Reed 2010); REM offers an alternative 
in that the researcher/facilitator can be part of a dynamic process of meaning 
making in regard to community or organizational change. Using REM as a qual-
itative tool can help a researcher identify key elements that need to be part of 
research design, as opposed to thinking s/he knows what indicators need to be 
included based on other research. REM provides a great example of why quali-
tative data collection methods are important for increasing our understanding 
of communities and community change processes. 
Finally, REM adds exceptional value to evaluation processes. An engaged com-
munity process uncovers key indicators often lost in traditional approaches and 
unanticipated outcomes worth noting. It is also great example of giving back 
instead of taking from in regards to evaluation. 
Organizational Transformation
higgins Organizations are typically slow to change, but community devel-
opment practitioners tend to be entrepreneurial as well as early adopters of 
innovative practices. I recently (four months ago) conducted a REM training 
in a western state. In the West, Extension systems are almost always pro-
foundly under-resourced in community development, but in the state where 
the training took place, REM has already been used twice, to map impacts of a 
Horizons community and a rural community foundation, and will soon be used 
again to map the activities of a different kind of organization. I like to think this 
is the rule in Extension organizations, not the exception. My own organization 
has yet to see the light, but I’m working on it!
emery I see three ways REM has transformed organizations. First, in organiza-
tions using REM, more people are interested in developmental approaches to 
evaluation and see the value of creating a learning community among evalu-
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ators, program developers, and recipients. Second, REM provides a forum for 
helping people think about contribution versus attribution and in the process 
recognize the importance of collaborative efforts, as it is the interaction among 
people and networks and the trust built in that process that provides the foun-
dation for collective impact; no one organization does that alone. Third, the 
value of the data and insights emerging from REM provides a concrete example 
of why respectful and well-designed qualitative data collection is essential to 
addressing “wicked problems.”
chazdon In recent years, I have seen increased interest in REM in other areas of 
Extension and community-engaged programs at the University. I have worked 
with several other departments at my University to integrate REM evaluation 
sessions into highly engaged programs, and have provided training on REM to 
scholars from across the university. In university settings where research is typ-
ically emphasized over community engagement, it is exciting to see more schol-
arly interest in the use of participatory action research, as well as participatory 
evaluation strategies, such as REM. There is a strong undercurrent of community 
engaged scholarship with which REM fits like a glove.
hansen I agree with Scott’s assessment that there’s growth of awareness; 
faculty from across our Extension program areas have shown increasing 
interest in learning and using REM, and I especially see a significant growth in 
Youth and Family programs deploying the tool in their work. I’m also seeing 
many including it in their grant proposals. One of my colleagues was turned 
down on an AFRI grant, but sent along this comment from one of the review-
ers “And I am especially impressed with the evaluation method built into the 
proposal (Ripple Effects Mapping by Hansen-Kollock). This is a more rigorous 
and well-designed approach to evaluation which directly involves extension 
partners than I typically see in AFRI proposals.” Now that made me smile! 
 
We have trained several faculty and staff and have requests both inside our 
institution and in others for additional training and coaching. I’m encouraged 
by their grasp of understanding of the steps, and the power of how it will 
inform their constituents and audiences about the outcomes of their work. It’s 
an evaluation tool that sells itself. 
sero As the Evaluation Specialist within my organization, I have had the satisfac-
tion of conducting Ripple Effects Mappings for colleagues in not only Community 
and Economic Development, but also Youth and Family programs, as Debra men-
tioned. And plans are currently underway to expand the use of REM to evaluate 
programs within Agriculture and Natural Resources. Most recently, our Extension 
Administrative Team agreed to a proposal set forth by Debra and me to use REM 
to collect county-level economic data. The intent of this new project is to bet-
ter understand the positive outcomes and economic impact of Extension work 
within individual counties. It is being used to demonstrate the relevance and 
public value of Extension to funders, stakeholders, and our own institution. And 
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eventually, if the process occurs in a significant number of counties, we’ll be able 
to use the data we’ve collected with REM to report statewide impact. 
Community Transformation
hansen For several years our county office has been engaged in building capacity 
in local nonprofit organizations. Ripple Effects Mapping has been very helpful 
for them to use as a tool to simply celebrate their current activities or to eval-
uate their past work. Because REM is so interactive and has no cost, it’s easy for 
them to access and consider for their small and large organizations. I have been 
presenting it at regional and statewide nonprofit conferences and have seen an 
avid interest and multiple requests for more instruction in that sector as well. 
Groups that have used REM refer to the information gathered when discussing 
grant applications and in their strategic planning efforts. Their stories are the 
complete focus of the process, so they often refer back to those “aha” moments. 
I’ve also heard some of their REM stories make it into their pitch presentations 
and marketing materials. After participating in the Hunger Coalition Ripple Effects 
Mapping and subsequent Case Study, the pastoral care manager has requested 
training so she can bring the tool into the hospital for assessing the impact of 
their health care work. I’m excited to see how it will be viewed in their culture.
sero REM, at its core, is a community-focused participatory evaluation method. 
This means that community, coalition, and/or group members are at the heart 
of the evaluation—truly engaged in learning about and understanding the 
issues within their communities and the impact of group efforts on those issues. 
Uniquely inclusive, without the normal barriers to evaluation or group partici-
pation, REM enables wide participation. For example, whereas age, literacy level, 
and/or language barriers may have prevented participation in and success of 
other community development evaluations, this is not the case with REM. Ripple 
Effects Mappings have been held with youth as young as seven, no writing or 
reading is required during the session, and mappings can (and have) occurred 
in a community group’s native language of choice. This allows many diverse 
interests and cultures to have a voice in the process, and, subsequently, in 
their community. Additionally, the entire intent of REM is to better understand 
the positive impact of work happening within the community, using the par-
ticipants’ own voices. Oftentimes, a secondary goal is to help the participants 
determine their strategic plans and goals for the future, allowing the group to 
decide its own path. This enables those gathered at the REM session to have an 
influential voice within their own community and, therefore, to be able to work 
toward improving their community using a path of their own choosing.
higgins In a majority of cases, REM participants leave the process feeling more 
hopeful about their communities and with a greater sense of self-efficacy. As 
practitioners familiar with the literature, we know that these are some of the 
building blocks of community development. Again, I think someone should map 
the impact of ripple mapping, because I believe that REM participants, armed with 
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a palpable sense of their strengths and recent accomplishments, often proceed to 
make more positive changes in their communities and organizations.
chazdon University folks need to demonstrate to community members that 
their voices matter. I have witnessed many encounters between university peo-
ple and community people that followed the “expert” model. It was assumed 
that the university person had the knowledge that needed to be imparted 
to the lay audience. REM provides the “lay audience” a real opportunity to be 
heard, to guide, and to teach. The REM session can provide a strong correc-
tive to the expert model of community engagement. As a result of these more 
empowering engagements, community members can more effectively take 
advantage of the resources that higher education institutions have to offer.
emery Often community leaders talk about being stuck in a rut or bordering on 
burning out because they are so busy and it seems like nothing is happening. 
REM provides the means by which they can rise above the rut and see a differ-
ent, more generative, and proactive reality for themselves and their work in the 
community. After a REM session, people are energized to do more and to do it 
more intentionally and effectively. REM gives them a way to think more deeply 
about how their work in the community makes a difference on the larger 
scale, and in doing so provides an impetus for monitoring change, continuing 
to increase the circle of involvement, and proactively linking opportunities to 
build assets across the community. REM also creates collective efficacy—“see 
what we have done!”—as people see that the cultural capital of the community, 
particularly in relation to everyday ways of thinking and doing, is something 
they can change. In changing that, they expand the opportunity structures for 
everyone across the community.
Toward REM’s Future
As described in the introductory chapter, REM’s complex origins emerge from 
the application of the Community Capitals Framework to engage participants 
in a systemic approach to practical and participatory evaluation in measuring 
impacts of community leadership programs. As seen throughout this book, 
REM has continued to be useful as a tool for measuring community develop-
ment impacts, yet it is increasingly being used in a range of other evaluation 
contexts—health care collaboratives, youth development, child care systems 
change, sustainable agricultural development, arts coalitions. The possibilities 
for REM are endless. As more and more people use REM, we are hopeful that the 
transformative aspects of the method will be preserved—its use of apprecia-
tive inquiry, strong participatory process, interactive group reflection, and mind 
mapping. We assembled this book because we want to preserve these core 
elements while encouraging innovation. We see REM as an emergent evaluation 
method appropriate for emergent evaluation contexts. We hope you agree and 
will join us in strengthening and sustaining REM through sharing at conferences 
and in journal articles and through continued training and coaching activities. 
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APPENDICES
REM tools
An Overview of the Tools
Many relevant tools for Ripple Effects Mapping are embedded in the case exam-
ples in this book. Below are some additional resources that may be helpful as 
you embark on a Ripple Effects Mapping project. For additional information, you 
may also wish to contact one of the editors of this book:
Mary Emery (Web Mapping): mary.emery@sdstate.edu
Debra Hansen (In-depth Rippling): debra.hansen@wsu.edu
Lorie Higgins (In-depth Rippling): higgins@uidaho.edu 
Rebecca Sero (In-depth Rippling): r.sero@wsu.edu 
Scott Chazdon (Theming and Rippling): schazdon@umn.edu
appendix a: facilitator guide for in-depth rippling A guide created by 
Debra Hansen of Washington State University in 2011 to walk you through the 
process of conducting a REM exercise using the In-Depth Rippling approach.
appendix B: coding guide A tool created by Rebecca Sero of Washington 
State University in 2016 to describe how to organize the data collected during a 
REM session. It briefly explains how to use mapping software, and to code and 
report the data.
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appendix c: community capitals framework (ccf) guide Created by Debra 
Hansen in 2011, based on earlier work of Mary Emery on the CCF. Helps REM facil-
itators think about how to use the CCF to code the effects on a ripple map. Also 
useful with community members when presenting findings from a ripple map.
appendix d: weB mapping instructions and template Created by Mary Emery. 
appendix e: theming and rippling facilitator script Created by Lisa Hinz, 
Unversity of Minnesota Extension
appendix f: sample recruitment flyers—community gardening Two 
sample flyers describing the ripple mapping process and encouraging people 
to participate.
appendix g: sample agenda for theming and rippling approach Example 
of an agenda used for the Tourism Assessment Program in Minnesota using the 
Theming and Rippling approach.
appendix h: fourteen ways to make use of the data from ripple effects 
mapping Created by Mary Emery.
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AppENdIx A  
Facilitator Guide for In-Depth Rippling
To better understand the ripple effects and relationships of the program 
on individuals, groups, communities, and regions. It’s an engaging way to 
capture your impacts and compelling stories.
time required  60–120 minutes, depending on the depth of the 
mapping process
items needed  Large white paper posted on the wall, tape, markers, 
questions printed on paper for participants to write on.
focus group steps
1.  Brief overview of the session and objectives (5 minutes)
This impact mapping evaluation project will help us better understand the 
ripple effects of the program on individual participants, groups, communities, 
or regions involved. This mapping evaluation provides a method of visually 
illustrating to stakeholders the impact of this program, validating the effects 
of the program, and creating stronger support and public value. The purpose 
of this study is to explore overall (individual, group, community, or regional) 
changes that have taken place as a result of participating in the program.
2. Appreciative Inquiry interview (10 minutes)
A. Find a partner (not a good friend)
B. Share a story briefly about the program being evaluated using one of 
these Appreciative Inquiry questions for this group:
 ■ Tell me a story about how you have used the information received in 
the program 
 ■ Is there anything you are proud to share? Cost savings? New ways to 
work? Telling others about what you learned? 
 ■ List any achievements or successes you had based on your learning 
through the program—what made it possible?
note Introductions, which should include the individual’s role within the 
program or community, can happen either before the interviews or when it 
is the participant’s turn to share.
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3. Mapping (45–75 minutes)
Ask each pair to offer one story (only one at a time so everyone has an 
opportunity to share), and ripple it out (draw out some of the details), wel-
coming input from all. Use a different marker color for each ripple.
A. Probing questions can include: 
 ■ Then what happened?
 ■ Who was involved?
 ■ How many people were there?
 ■ What was the dollar amount of the grant?
 ■ What are people doing differently?
 ■ How have relationships changed as a result?
B. Continue until all stories have been captured and rippled
4. Reflection and Closing (5–15 minutes)
A. Ask focus group members to reflect on the mapping process.
B. Ask the group to identify the most significant change(s) on the map.
C. What is most interesting about the map?
D. How might we use the map to help us tell our story about how we are 
making a difference?
E. What should we do next? (can refer to use of mapped information or, with 
more time, use of the map to identify impact concentration and gaps)
F. If appropriate, briefly describe the Community Capitals Framework and 
present it as one way to organize impacts. Can ask participants to give 
examples of where their work has dipped into the different capitals.
5. Closing (10–15 minutes)
Thank the participants for engaging in the Ripple Effects Mapping exercise 
and discuss the next steps. Will the map be digitized and coded like the 
example below? Will it be photographed and shared? In what ways will the 
data be shared with others?
APPENDIX A | facilitator guide for in-depth rippling
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APPENDIX A | facilitator guide for in-depth rippling
Ririe, Idaho Horizons Map  
A portion of the community map digitized to the software
tips for successful mapping 
Individual learning and action items may be the easiest to start with.
When mapping, get as detailed as possible. After collecting information for 
the “map” there will be opportunities for participants to add and embellish. 
This provides ideas about how to dig deeper.
People may be shy about sharing their own successes, but may be more 
willing to talk about how others have used the information. 
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AppENdIx B  
Coding Guide
Taking the mapping data generated in a focus group exercise and getting 
it into a format that can be coded to the categories you desire.
items needed  Mind-mapping software such as XMind, copies (or 
photographs) of the handwritten Ripple Effects Map.
mapping it to the software
Each mapping software has unique attributes, but we use XMind for its ease 
of use and ability to export into Word or Excel for coding purposes. Regardless 
of the software chosen, it should also allow for the map to be saved in a PDF 
format and printed at the size you want, for sharing with funders, partners, or 
other stakeholders.
Data can be typed into the mapping software during the actual mapping 
session or following it. All information shared during the mapping should be 
entered into the software. When the intent of the mapping is to collect detailed 
data for analysis, it is critical to have a scribe typing stories, quotes, and details 
from the participants during the mapping exercise. This detail should be pop-
ulated into the mapping software as soon as possible following the mapping.
coding process
The process of coding will be directed by the outcomes you wish to track. 
Methods could include coding short-, medium-, and long-term impacts using 
deductive codes such as the Community Capitals Framework, the triple bottom 
line (economy, environment, and social; or people, planet, and profit), or any 
other metric you want to track. Additionally, you could use an inductive coding 
process, where codes are developed as you process and read the data from 
the mapping exercise. Coding the data provides you with the opportunity to 
conduct both quantitative and qualitative analyses.
Once you export the data from the mind mapping software into a spreadsheet, 
you can code the data to the framework you want to track. 
Here is an example of a community development Mind Map that is coded with 
short- (S), medium- (M) and long-term (L) impacts using the Community Capi-
tals Framework. It is easy to imagine inserting other metrics.
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Capitals Social Cultural Human Financial
Provides a wide variety 
of opportunities S S S  
Helps youth develop 
in an environment of 
unconditional acceptance
S S   
This is inclusive and accessible 
to all in the community S    
There is a cultural value 
of enrichment  M   
Confidence builder M    
Has developed the theater into 
a legitimate organization    M
One youth received a degree 
from Yale Theater   M  
Now earning his living in 
Europe performing.    M
“A huge amount of 
community support.” M    
A girlfriend of one of the boys in 
a play (dropped out of college)   M  
Was convinced to become 
one of the leads. S    
“The change in her was 
just phenomenal.”   M  
She went to Spokane and was 
talking about heading to college.    S
Park Avenue Players has 
gained legitimacy M M   
APPENDIX B | coding guide
163Appendices: rem tools  163
reporting
There are multiple ways to use and report this information that you’ve gathered:
• Print the entire map wall size, and display at meetings
• Share the stories and/or quantitative findings in grant proposals
• Pull out specific pieces for presentations and printed materials
One of the most powerful aspects of using Ripple Effects Mapping as an evalua-
tion tool is that it enables you to gather detailed stories from the group. As you 
report your findings to funders, program participants, and other stakeholders, 
it is highly recommended that you take advantage of this rich and comprehen-
sive data. As Patton (2002) noted about qualitative data, “The experiences of 
the sample participants, explained using their own words, strengthen both the 
validity and credibility of the research.”
APPENDIX B | coding guide
Patton, M. (2002). Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods (3rd ed.). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.
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AppENdIx C  
Community Capitals 
Framework (CCF) Guide
NATURAL
What does the land give us? Assets 
in a par� cular loca� on, including 
geography, natural resources, 
ameni� es, and natural beauty.
• Leaders enhance green space
• Community garden
• Community cleanup
• Park improvement
CULTURAL
How do we think and act in our 
community? The way people “know 
the world” and how they act within 
it, as well as tradi� ons and language.
• A broader perspec� ve issues
• Fes� vals/parades/celebra� ons
• A pro-youth community
• People believe they can shape 
their future
• “Giving back” both in dollars and 
� me becomes a dominant value
BUILT
What is built on the land? 
Infrastructure suppor� ng these:
• Broadband
• Recrea� onal facili� es
Small business incubator • 
HUMAN
What can I do? The skills and abili� es 
of people to develop and enhance 
their resources.
• Increased knowledge and skills 
in entrepreneurship, leadership,  
grant wri� ng, insect iden�  ca� on, 
how to run eﬀ ec� ve mee� ngs
• Increase in volunteer hours
SOCIAL
What can we do together? 
The connec� ons among people and 
organiza� ons or the social “glue” 
to make things happen. Bonding 
social capital = close redundant � es 
that build community cohesion. 
Bridging social capital = loose � es 
that bridge among organiza� ons and 
communi� es.
• Develop small business-owner 
networks
• Youth-to-youth mentoring 
• More organiza� ons and groups 
are linked together through team 
par� cipa� on
• Local businesses linked to 
agencies for technical support
• Farmer and producer mentors
POLITICAL
What about our poli? cal ac? vi? es? 
Access to power, organiza� ons, 
connec� on to resources and power 
brokers. The ability of people to  nd 
their own voice and to engage in 
ac� ons that contribute to the well 
being of their community.
• Business owners par� cipate in 
state and local government
• Local elec� ons have at least two 
candidates running
Leadership is diversi ed – more • 
women and young people run 
for oﬃ  ce and start businesses
FINANCIAL
How do we pay for development 
now and in the future? Financial 
resources to invest in community 
capacity-building, underwrite 
business development, civic and 
social entrepreneurship, and 
accumulate wealth for future 
community development 
• Create local investment clubs
• Create community founda� ons
• Savings and investment capital
• Increased grant wri� ng capacity
WSU Extension, 2011
Community Capitals material adapted from: 
“Spiraling-Up: Mapping Community Transforma-
� on with Community Capitals Framework." Emery 
and Flora (2006).
WSU Extension programs and employment are 
available to all without discrimina� on. Evidence 
of noncompliance may be reported through your 
local WSU Extension oﬃ  ce.
Community Capitals Framework
The Community Capitals Framework oﬀ ers us a new viewpoint to analyze holis� c 
community changes. The Framework encourages us to think systemically about 
strategies and projects, thus oﬀ ering insights into addi� onal indicators of success 
as well as poten� al areas of support.
Ripple Eﬀ ect Mapping can be used to  nd where capitals are being addressed, 
improved, and having an impact on your community like the examples below.
CONTACT:
Debra Hansen
WSU Stevens County Extension
(509) 684-2588
debra.hansen@wsu.edu
A new way to explore 
overall (individual, 
group, community, 
or regional) changes 
that have taken place 
since par� cipa� ng in 
your program.
Built
Capital
Natural
Capital
Cultural
Capital
Aspects of a 
Community 
Ecosystem
Human
Capital
Social 
Capital
Poli? cal 
Capital
Financial
Capital
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AppENdIx d  
Web Mapping Instructions 
and Template
1. Welcome and agenda review
2. The purpose of the activity is to look at how the work has made 
a difference in the community and to use that information to 
think about what we can learn from our work together, how 
we can use that information going forward, and how we can 
evaluate that work.
3. Begin by asking people to share in pairs for about 5 minutes how they 
feel their work has made a difference in the community.
A. Consider your work in the community and focus in on the specific 
aspect of that work that you feel has made a real difference in 
the community.
B. Find a partner you have not talked with in a while and share your 
stories for about 5 minutes.
C. In the large group, ask people to list the impacts.
D. Use the information shared to help the group come up with the 
topic for the center of the map.
4. Write the capitals around the edges of the map with a brief 
explanation. I usually use black to write the capitals and the idea in the 
center of the map.
A. Start with natural capital because it frames what is possible in 
a place. Natural capital includes natural resources assets as well as 
those in our environment. For communities interested in tourism or 
those focused on farming, natural capital is very important.
B. We often think of cultural capital in terms of language, dress, 
traditions, music, etc., but cultural capital also includes our 
everyday ways of thinking and doing. Some communities might 
say, for example, “a great asset here is our work ethic.” That is an 
example of cultural capital.
C. Human capital refers to our health, knowledge, skills and 
understanding. It also includes self-efficacy or our belief that we 
can make things happen.
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D. When we talk about social capital, we are focusing in on 
connections and relationships. We want to look at the networks 
people are involved in—those where people know each other well 
and bond together, and those based on weak ties but which link us 
to resources and information. Social capital exists where there are 
norms of reciprocity and trust.
E. Political capital is often thought of in terms of policy, laws, and 
running for office. Political capital includes the carrots and sticks 
that encourage certain types of behavior, but it also is about whose 
voices are heard and respected.
F. Financial capital is most often a focus of community development 
efforts. It includes not only loans and investments but also gifts 
and philanthropy. Investments in financial capital lead to increases 
in profits, jobs, and businesses.
G. Built capital is our infrastructure, from the roads we drive on 
to the towers that support our cell phone service and access to 
the internet.
5. Confirm the topic for the center of the map.
6. Explain the three levels of ripple process and that the purpose of this 
tool is to better understand the impact of our work by thinking about 
it as a pebble or boulder in the community pond. Using the capitals 
to frame this discussion helps us think about the whole community 
and avoid overlooking some aspects. Some find it helpful to draw 
three rings around the center topic, with Ring 1 representing the first 
ripple right around the topic, Ring 2 around that ring, and Ring 3 the 
outside ring.
7. Begin mapping the first ripple with the question “what are people 
doing differently?” Put the items generated during the first ripple 
discussion near the center in the section of map in the region of the 
map framed by the capital they represent. When the map is done, you 
should be able to see all the social capital impacts, for example, in one 
section of the map. Probe for more ideas by asking about changes in 
the capitals not yet mentioned.
8. Begin mapping the second ripple by focusing on items in the first 
ripple and using questions like: “Who is benefitting and how?” “How is 
the fact that people are doing things differently affecting others?”
A. Use a different color, so the ripples are evident.
APPENDIX D | weB mapping instructions and template
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B. Draw an arrow from the item in the first ripple to the item in the 
second. Sometimes there are multiple arrows. The arrows will show 
the process by which change was accomplished, which can 
inform new efforts.
9. Begin mapping the third ripple by asking “What changes are you 
seeing in the community’s systems and institutions and organizations? 
Are everyday ways of thinking and doing changing? How? “
A. Use a new color
B. Use arrows to link items in the second ripple to those in the 
third ripple.
10. Ask “What do you think the most significant change is on the map? 
Why?” Use red to star those items.
11. Initiate a brief discussion on how the map can help with evaluation. 
Looking at the map and thinking about the impact of your work, what 
questions about your work would you like to have answered? Are there 
items on the map for which data is already available?
12. Initiate a brief discussion on how this reflection process can provide 
insights into next steps. “What are the implications of what we 
learned about our impact from the mapping that will be helpful in our 
next round of our work?” “What additional stakeholders should we 
add to our advisory committees or project committees based on how 
we are impacting the community?”
Ripple mapping can also be used to help plan an initiative. Here the questions 
would be, “if we are successful, what will people be doing differently, how will 
that make a difference, and what changes do we hope to see in organizations, 
everyday ways of thinking and doing, and community/neighborhood charac-
teristics.”
The results of a ripple mapping activity can be used to populate a logic model.
For more information contact:
Mary Emery, Department Head Sociology and Rural Studies
South Dakota State University
Scobey Hall 224; Box 504
Brookings, SD 57007
605 6884889; cell 402 304 1531
FAX 605 688 6354
Skype: mary.emery
mary.emery@sdstate.edu
APPENDIX D | weB mapping instructions and template
 168    A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
p r o g r a m  e v a l u a t i o n  s e r i e s
Mapping Report Template
name of group   
location (town/city and state)   
numBer of participants youth:   adults:  
notes aBout group memBers   
facilitator   
context notes   
  
  
  
  
instructions Enter items from the map, adding additional information 
where needed for context. For each item, indicate Forms of Capital: B = Built, 
H = Human, F = Financial, S = Social, C = Cultural, N = Natural, P = Political.
Indicate items starred as most significant, circled as bonding activities, and 
marked with triangles as items that built new relationships.
Insert as many additional rows as are necessary to capture the relationships in 
your map. If an item on the outer circle is connected to more than one inner 
circle item, it should be repeated to show that it is related to both.
APPENDIX D | weB mapping instructions and template
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CoNTEXT oF THE ACTIVITY 
Who was involved—time, 
funds, intensity?
ACTIVITY’S SHoRT-TERM CHANGE
How have you changed 
the community? 
sample
One 4-H club with ten youth (ages 
12–18) and two adult partners 
procured $500 Park & Rec funds to 
improve park for young families to use
Meetings: 
• 1 training
• 2 planning 
• 1 public forum 
• 6 wks, 3-hr work sessions
• Additional 15 people (ages 5–60) 
worked at sessions 
sample
B Parks improvement—purchased 
swing set, built pavilion, pit toilets
ACTIVITY’S MID-TERM CHANGE 
Who benefits and how?  
How are changed behaviors 
affecting others?
SYSTEMS AND LoNG-TERM CHANGE 
Are there changes in the 
way community groups and 
institutions do things?
sample
B Local and visitors’ kids 
have places to play
h Kids start earlier physical activity
p Youth learned to participate 
in public meetings
sample
c Community calls on youth for 
resources (e.g. Glacial Gardeners 
asked for help with tech.)
2 stars for most significant change
s Community trusts that youth will not 
get out of control, will be productive.
After mapping—comments/insights by participants about the mapping activity:
feedBack “After you left the 4-H volunteers were sharing with parents about 
the types of community connections and contributions the group discussed. 
This was very eye opening in that the volunteers showed pride.” 
feedBack “The session was very interesting and helped me to see how very 
much we do as a club. Sometimes I get the narrow view and you sure wid-
ened the horizons for me.”
Ways in which the group will use this information: 
Grant Completion Report to Park and Recreation, Garden Club, and Cooper-
ative Extension; pull quotes for newsletter article. 
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1 Developed by Lisa Hinz, Extension Educator, Leadership and Civic 
Engagement, University of Minnesota, hinzx001@umn.edu
AppENdIx E  
Theming and Rippling Facilitator Script 
date    time   
location  
to Bring 
 □ Sign-in sheet
 □ Agendas for participants
 □ Cardstock for name table tents
 □  Facilitator script
 □  Laptop with XMind mapping 
program loaded & working 
 □  LCD projector 
 □  ½ sheets of paper (“anything 
else” question and back-up if 
computer doesn’t work) 
 □  Black sharpie markers/person
 □  Painter’s tape
 □  Sticky wall (for back-up)
1.  introductions and Brief overview (10 minutes)
The University of Minnesota Extension Center for Community Vitality and  
    are hosting this session to better understand the 
impacts of the Art of Hosting training in your community. 
Each of you was invited here because you have connections to the Art of 
Hosting training—you may have been a participant or are aware of things 
that have happened in your community as a result of Art of Hosting 
activities since the training. 
We are sure that all of you have something to share about what kinds of 
things have happened as a result of the Art of Hosting. We thank you for 
taking the time and making the effort to be with us.
Let’s take a moment to get to know each other a bit. Please share your name, 
where your home is, and how you’re connected to the Art of Hosting. We’ll 
go around the whole room. 
The Bush Foundation is also interested in this Ripple Effects Mapping work 
and is funding this, as they want to know how the Art of Hosting training 
makes a difference to individuals and communities.
Today’s session will use a visual “mind mapping” method to help you to 
reflect upon and visually map intended and unintended changes produced 
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by the Art of Hosting. We will explore individual, organizational, and com-
munity changes that have taken place as a result of the Art of Hosting. We 
start at the individual level and then group and categorize to the organiza-
tional and community levels.
2. appreciative inquiry interview (10 minutes)
A. Find someone you don’t already know well to interview—pairing with 
someone you don’t know well increases the curiosity about the thoughts 
and insights you each have.
B. Share a brief story about your experience with the Art of Hosting using 
one of these questions (these questions are also on your agenda):
 ■ What is a highlight, achievement, or success you’ve had based on 
your involvement in the Art of Hosting?
 ■ What is something about your involvement in the Art of Hosting 
that you are proud to share?
 ■ What connections with others—new and/or deepened—have you 
made as a result of the Art of Hosting?
(note Gathering information from these interviews happens in the 
next section)
3. mapping (90 minutes)
In this phase of conversation, we focus on how the Art of Hosting has 
affected you, your work, and your community. You can think of this as 
a “so what” conversation—as in, you participated in the Art of Hosting, 
so, what difference did it make for you? For your work? For your 
community? 
For those of you who participated in the program, I’ll ask questions about 
things you learned, have used, and done for yourself and your commu-
nities as a result of the Art of Hosting training. As we do, we’ll map your 
answers to see what connections emerge. 
For those of you who didn’t participate in the training but still know 
how the program and participants’ experience led to things happening 
in communities around the area, we want you to share your observations 
too. We’ll map those as well.
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Probes during the mapping exercise 
are intended to help draw out and 
categorize different types of “rip-
ples,” such as 
 ■ new knowledge or skills, 
 ■ new relationships or 
connections, 
 ■ new financial/economic 
opportunities, 
 ■ strengthened or new cultural 
activities, 
 ■ new or improved uses of facilities or technology, 
 ■ maybe even strengthened or new efforts to conserve the 
natural environment.
guidelines for a good map
 ■ Review the way your comments show up on the map. We invite you 
speak up if it doesn’t reflect what you’ve said, either in the wording 
or the connections. 
 ■ At first, comments on the map may seem “all over the place.” Over 
time, it gets clearer as we hear how things are connected.
 ■ We’ll take time to review the map later, so if you see words or 
connections that could be tweaked or improved, we’ll give you a 
chance to do that.
We’ll start by mapping things you’ve just shared in your interviews—
things that touched on highlights and successes, things you’re proud to 
share, and connections with others that you’ve made as a result of your 
contact with the Art of Hosting. Interview partners may add or elaborate if 
you heard something and want to add on.
So, let’s go around the room to hear brief reports from your inter-
views and we’ll start to map them as the first “so what’s”or ripples of 
the program. 
If what you share seems related to something someone else has already 
shared, please let us know so it can be clustered near that comment 
on our map.
potential proBes 
Tell me more about that…
Can you say more about…?
So what did this lead to?
Please go on…
Please tell me more about 
what you mean when you say…
What are examples of that?
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(Go around to each participant to get short reports on what they shared. 
Record each on the map, likely unconnected to anything else since these 
are the first comments.) 
After the interview reports are done, take a little time to do some initial 
clustering with the group—it gives time to clarify information shared, 
probe for additional information as needed, and create initial organiza-
tion in the map.)
Now that everyone has shared stories of what happened as a result of the 
Art of Hosting training, let’s take a few minutes to sort what we’ve got on 
the map—to cluster things that are similar or alike. 
Are there any items you think should go near each other? 
 ■ For what reasons?
(Once the interview reports and initial clustering are done, use the 
potential questions below to probe potential impacts of the program. 
Ask additional questions that you think of as the conversation unfolds 
as needed)
Ok, now I’d like to follow up with some additional questions to explore 
possible other impacts or ripples of the Art of Hosting training.
social impacts 
One of the interview questions asked about connections that you gained or 
strengthened as a result of the Art of Hosting training. Each of you has likely 
met people you didn’t know before, or didn’t know as well as you do now. 
That said, 
 ■ How did your experience in the program help to expand or deepen 
your personal, community, or professional connections? 
 □ What has happened as a result of any of those relationships?
 ■ Think back to things you learned through your experience with the 
Art of Hosting training. 
 □ Have you shared the knowledge and learning gained from 
your experience with others? This could be formal sharing such 
as convening and hosting meetings, or informal sharing such as 
discussions or conversations with family, friends, and co-workers. 
Have you shared things you learned? 
 □ If so, what kinds of things have you shared? with whom?
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civic impacts
 ■ How has the Art of Hosting influenced how you engage in your 
community? 
 □ Have you increased your participation in organizational or 
community decision-making? How so?
 ■ How has the Art of Hosting impacted the way you engage others in 
the community?
 ■ Have new collaborations and networks have formed as a result of 
your Art of Hosting experience? What ones?
economic/financial impacts
 ■ What, if any, funding have you, your organization, or community 
received that you feel is related to the Art of Hosting?
Building and infrastructure impacts 
 ■ Sometimes, people get involved in building and infrastructure 
projects that benefit the public, such as historic preservation, 
community beautification projects, park and recreation projects, 
or infrastructure development.
 □ What, if any, building and infrastructure projects have 
happened in your organization or community that you feel are 
related to the Art of Hosting?
natural resource impacts
 ■ Since the program, can you think of any conservation efforts aimed 
at protecting natural resources that you feel are related to the Art 
of Hosting? If yes, what?
cultural impacts 
 ■ Since the program, have there been any community cultural events 
such as celebrations, museum exhibits, festivals, or county 
fairs that have been affected by the Art of Hosting experiences? 
If so, what?
 ■ What impact, if any, has the Art of Hosting had on efforts to 
promote diversity in your community or organizations (e.g., 
people of different ages, different cultural backgrounds, or different 
economic backgrounds)?
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stakeholder specific questions
 ■ What have you observed in the Art of Hosting participants that you 
feel is directly related to their involvement in the program?
negatives/downsides
 ■ Are there negatives or downsides of the program that you 
can speak to?
 ■ Are there things that happened as a ripple of the program that you 
wish hadn’t happened?
anything else?  
(If short on time, have people write on a half sheet of paper with their name 
in case we need to follow up)
 ■ Are there any other impacts of the Art of Hosting that haven’t been 
mentioned, that you would like to add?
4. reflection (10 minutes)
Let’s take a few moments to review our map so far. 
 ■ Have we missed anything really important? If so, let’s add it. (If time 
is short, have them write it down on a half sheet)
 ■ At this point, what is most impressive to you about what is 
on the map?
 ■ What seems most significant?
 ■ At the end of this time, if there is still something we did not have 
time to get to, please write it down on one of the half sheets of 
paper in as much detail as you are able, along with your name, 
and we will incorporate it into the map.
5. closing (5 minutes)
 ■ We’ll likely do follow-up interviews to flesh out some parts of this 
map to get more details on the impact of the Art of Hosting training 
on your community.
 ■ You will get a final copy of this map.
 ■ thank you for your help here today and for your efforts in 
your communities!
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Please join us on the First Day  
of Spring for a special, Community 
Ripple Effect Gathering! 
Wednesday, March 20th, 2013, 5:30 – 7:30 pm
At Lao Family Community of mn, Inc.
320 University Ave W. 55103
We want to include your thoughts among the sharing of wisdom and 
stories about how backyard gardening, community gardening, and urban 
farming, like the following examples, have impacted the Frogtown and 
Rondo Communities:
• Arts-Us Young People Garden 
• Ober Community Center 
• Community Garden Boxes
• Oxford Dayton Urban Farm
• Ramsey County Master 
Gardeners (Inclusion Committee)
• Victoria/Rondo 
Community Garden
• Aurora & Fuller Ave 
Backyard Gardeners
• U of M Extension 
Nutrition Program
• Aurora/St. Anthony Peace 
Sanctuary 
• Frogtown Greenhouse Garden
• Gordon Parks High School
• Maxfield School PPL Garden
• Morning Star Missionary Baptist 
Church Community Garden
This special activity, known as Ripple Effects Mapping, will be a structured 
group discussion among Community Members and volunteer Master 
Gardeners from the University of MN Extension. The exercise will map the 
positive effects of gardening programs in our Community. The results 
are a powerful way to document impacts, as well as a way to hear and 
listen to neighbors discuss their broader goals and how they would 
like to be supported by the U of M Extension in reaching their vision for 
our community. The event will be co-led by Scott Chazdon, a program 
evaluator from the University, and Melvin Giles, community liaison.
We’ll be serving a tasty meal, too, so join us for dinner!
Please RSVP by emailing _________ at _________ or call  _________ to let us know 
you will be able to attend. Thank you!
For additional information please email _________, _________.
AppENdIx F  
Sample Recruitment Flyers
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Ripple Effects Mapping to 
Capture Impacts of the Anaconda 
Horizons Program
APPENDIX F | sample recruitment flyers
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ripple effects mapping to capture impacts  
of the anaconda horizons program 
Purpose of Ripple Effects Mapping The impact of community development 
work is notoriously difficult to measure. Community development programs 
often plant seeds that take time to grow into community projects and desired 
outcomes. By the time something “happens” (a grant is received or a com-
munity center is built) the path between the program and the outcome isn’t 
obvious, even though the grant or community center started with the pro-
gram. Though clearly the community members writing the grants and building 
the center deserve all the credit for their hard work, community, state, and 
national non-profits and organizations making those initial investments need 
to show funders the impact of those investments. Ripple Effects Mapping is a 
way to do that and to ensure that important community development work 
continues to get funded. 
Procedure Participants first pair off and describe things that happened as 
a result of a program. After these discussions, events and results (personal, 
group, and community levels) are “mapped” on butcher paper on the wall. 
Mapping continues until the group is satisfied that the map captures every-
thing known to have happened as a result of the program (from improved 
relationships to million-dollar grants and everything in between!).
Sometimes follow-up interviews are conducted in order to fact check and 
gather additional information, such as grant amounts, numbers of program 
participants, and other data, especially quantifiable data that participants may 
not have at hand during the mapping process.
The messy hand-drawn map will be transferred to a software program and 
results will be organized in various ways for community and Extension use. 
Resulting products can be distributed electronically and in print.
Summary Traditional survey evaluations are often necessary for statistical pur-
poses, but they rarely capture a program’s valuable but unintended impacts. 
Surveys also do not lend themselves to compelling stories, which are increas-
ingly recognized as the most important product from a program evaluation. 
This form of the process was developed by Debra Hansen at Washington State 
University Extension (and she coined the term “Ripple Effects Mapping”), and 
then adopted in North Dakota and Idaho, where Extension organizations deliv-
ering the Horizons program mapped impacts with communities. 
Communities find the process itself to be rewarding. It is a way to visually 
show all that has been accomplished, making people feel more positive about 
their work, and to analyze accomplishments and recognize work that still 
needs to be done. The resulting products and materials can be used in grant 
proposals and presentations, facilitating communication to the community 
and decision makers. It is a relatively easy tool to use and, with free mapping 
software programs out there, can be used to both evaluate and plan many 
community programs and projects.
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SUSTAINABLE	TOURISM	DEVELOPMENT	IN	AKELEY,	MINNESOTA		
Ripple Effect Mapping Session Agenda  
WEDNESDAY,	JUNE	3,	2015,	5:30	--	7:30	P.M.,	AKELEY	SENIOR	CENTER	
I.	 INTRODUCTION	AND	BRIEF	OVERVIEW	 (5:30	–	5:45)	
The University of Minnesota Extension Center for Community Vitality is hosting this session to 
better understand the impacts of the Sustainable Tourism Assessment for Small Communities 
project. Today’s session will use a visual mind mapping method to help you to reflect upon and 
visually map intended and unintended changes produced by the project. 
II.	 APPRECIATIVE	INQUIRY	INTERVIEW	(5:45	–	6:00)	
• What is a highlight, achievement, or success you had based on your involvement in tourism 
development in the past 18 months? 
• What unexpected things have happened as a result of your involvement in this tourism 
development work in the past 18 months?  
• What connections with others – new and/or deepened – have you made as a result of the work 
happening in tourism development in this community in the past 18 months? 
III.	 REPORTING	AND	MAPPING	(6:00	–	7:15) 
Now we’ll report out and build from the interviews to generate themes about the ways the Tourism 
Assessment project is having an impact.  Our questions during this mapping exercise are intended to 
help draw out and categorize different types of “ripples,” such as new knowledge or skills, new 
relationships or connections, strengthened or new cultural activities, strengthened or new efforts to 
conserve the natural environment, new financial or economic opportunities, or new or improved 
facilities.  We also will be asking about negative consequences of the program and responses to 
these. 
Guidelines for a good map 
• Review the way your comments show up on the map. We invite you speak up if it doesn’t reflect 
what you’ve said, either in the wording or connections.  
• At first, comments on the map are “all over the place.” Over time, it will get clearer as we hear 
how things are connected. 
• Today’s map is only a rough draft.  After the session, we will review and organize the map, in 
consultation with core program staff. 
IV.	 REFLECTION	AND	CLOSING	(7:15	–	7:30)	
• What is most interesting about the map to you? 
• We’ll likely do follow up interviews to flesh out some parts of this map to get more details on the 
impacts of the Sustainable Tourism Assessment project. 
• The community will receive a final copy of this map. 
• THANK YOU for your help here today and for your efforts in your community! 
 
  
AppENdIx G 
Sample Agenda for Theming 
and Rippling Approach
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Notes	from	Appreciative	Inquiry	exercise	
	
Interviewee’s	Name	_____________________		Interviewee’s	e-mail	address_____________________	
	
What is a highlight, achievement, or success you had based on your involvement in 
tourism development in the past 18 months? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What unexpected things have happened as a result of your involvement in this 
tourism development work in the past 18 months?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What connections with others – new and/or deepened – have you made as a result of 
the work happening in tourism development in this community in the past 18 
months? 
 
APPENDIX G | sample agenda for theming and rippling approach
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AppENdIx H  
Fourteen ways to make use of the 
data from Ripple Effects Mapping
1. Identify new prospects for advisory committees, mentors, or other 
community partnering.
2. Construct a great story to share with funders and stakeholders.
3. Refresh/revise marketing materials.
4. Revisit strategic planning—if this is what we have done together, what 
can we do next?
5. Identify indicators on the map that someone is already collecting data 
on—sales tax, utility hook-ups, etc.—to add metrics to the stories.
6. Develop survey, interview, and focus group questions based on the 
outcomes and impacts identified in the map to determine if others 
see/experience the same outcomes/impacts.
7. Identify beneficiaries of the stories, so you can tell them the story and 
encourage increased participation, resources, and referrals.
8. Use the stories to develop a case for the public value of the work.
9. Identify new best practices and strategies that can be applied to new 
and stalled projects.
10. Engage in reflection to build individual and collective efficacy.
11. Honor what the community values in the evaluation and reporting.
12. Use data and stories to demonstrate capacity to prospective funders, 
investors, and partners.
13. Use the map as a visual for outside groups to build a sense of how 
community connections and social capital can make a difference.
14. Use items from the map as specific speaking points with elected 
officials for programming and budget decisions.
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REM Glossary 
appreciative inquiry A group facilitation and organizational development tech-
nique that encourages people to reflect on life-giving factors, in contrast to 
deficiency-based approaches that focus on what went wrong. Appreciative Inquiry 
is a core ingredient of the Ripple Effects Mapping method and is used at the 
beginning of the process as participants are paired to interview each other using 
Appreciative Inquiry questions.
audience The individuals or groups who receive evaluation reports.
coding A data analysis process in which the investigator applies thematic labels to 
the observed data. In the case of Ripple Effects Mapping, coding typically involves 
labeling each report effect with a thematic category pertaining to the theory of 
change of the program. In cases of community development programs, this is often 
the Community Capitals Framework, and reported effects would be labeled as 
human, social, cultural civic, natural, built, or financial effects.
community capitals framework (ccf) A framework developed by rural sociolo-
gists Cornelia and Jan Flora (Flora & Flora, 2008) based on their research to uncover 
characteristics of entrepreneurial and sustainable communities. They found that the 
communities most successful in supporting healthy, sustainable community and 
economic development paid attention to all seven types of capital: natural, cultural, 
human, social, political, financial, and built. In addition to identifying the capitals 
and the role each plays in community economic development, this approach also 
focuses on the interaction among these seven capitals as well as how investments 
in one capital can build assets in others. 
data Information collected using different methods; can be numbers or words.
developmental evaluation “An approach to evaluation in innovative settings 
where goals are emergent and changing rather than predetermined and fixed” (Pat-
ton, 2008, p. 277); “developmental evaluation supports program and organizational 
development to guide adaption to emergent and dynamic realities from a complex 
systems perspective” (Patton, 2008, p. 278).
evaluation (see Program evaluation) 
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focus group (interview) A form of data collection that consists of interviews in 
which small groups of people discuss their perceptions, opinions, beliefs, and atti-
tudes toward a program, product, or service.
in-depth rippling One of the three approaches to REM, In-depth Rippling emerged 
as an evaluation strategy for a community leadership program in several states. 
After the initial Appreciative Inquiry exercise, the group focuses on the deepest and 
most impactful chains of events, using a large sheet of butcher paper to record the 
conversation. 
mind mapping A diagramming process that represents connections among ideas 
hierarchically (Eppler, 2006, p. 203). A fundamental concept behind mind mapping 
is radiant thinking (Buzan, 2003), which refers to the brain’s associative thought pro-
cesses that derive from a central point and forms links between integrated concepts 
(Bernstein et al., 2000). As argued by Tony Buzan (2006), the British psychologist 
who popularized mind mapping, “thoughts radiate outward like the branches of 
a tree, the veins of a leaf or the blood vessels of the body that emanate from the 
heart” (p. 22).
most significant change A story-based evaluation method (Dart & Davies, 2003) 
that involves generating and analyzing personal stories of change and deciding 
which of these stories is the most significant—and why. Stories are collected from 
people most directly involved in a program, including participants as well as staff.
outcome harvesting A retrospective method for identifying, formulating, verifying, 
and making sense of a broad range of outcomes that may be associated with a 
program (Wilson Grau & Britt, 2012). In Outcome Harvesting, the evaluator reviews 
documents such as reports or other secondary sources and conducts interviews in 
order to assemble a retrospective chain of effects leading from the intervention to 
the outcome.
outcome mapping A methodology used for the full range of planning, monitoring, 
and evaluation of complex international development initiatives (Earl, Carden, & 
Smutylo, 2001). The core focus of Outcome Mapping is the insight that a single pro-
gram is unlikely to be able to claim responsibility for the achievement of broader 
development impacts or changes in condition.
participatory evaluation Evaluation strategies that move beyond thinking of pro-
gram stakeholders as recipients of evaluative information and integrate program 
stakeholders actively in the evaluation process. A participatory approach dramat-
ically increases the potential for evaluation results to be useful for program stake-
holders such as people in community-based organizations (Johnson et al., 2009; 
Patton 2012a).
primary data A set of numbers or words collected directly through first-hand expe-
rience or observation, including information collected from experiments, surveys, 
interviews, and other data collection methods.
primary intended users “Those specific stakeholders selected to work with the 
evaluator throughout the evaluation” (Patton, 2008, p. 72; emphasis in original). 
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program evaluation “A process of systematic inquiry to provide sound informa-
tion about the characteristics, activities, or outcomes of a program or policy for a 
valued purpose” (King & Stevahn, 2013, p. 13); “systematic investigation of the value, 
importance, or significance of something or someone along defined dimensions 
(e.g., a program, project, or specific program or project component)” (Joint Com-
mittee, 2011, p. 287). 
qualitative data Information collected primarily in narrative rather than numerical 
form (words rather than numbers). 
quantitative data Information collected primarily in numerical rather than narra-
tive form (numbers rather than words).
ripple effects mapping A participatory evaluation method that engages program 
and community stakeholders to retrospectively and visually map the chain of effects 
resulting from a program or complex collaboration. REM employs elements of Appre-
ciative Inquiry, group reflection, mind mapping, and qualitative data analysis.
stakeholder An individual who has a vested interest in a program or its evaluation.
theming and rippling One of the three approaches to REM, Theming and Rippling 
captures the breadth of reporting impacts from all participants, generates impact 
themes, and examines ripples once themes are identified. Theming and Rippling 
typically uses mind mapping software to capture and organize data during the 
group session.
transactional change As part of the Web Mapping approach to REM, participants 
are asked to think about change at three levels. Transactional change is the most 
basic, short-term level of change involving changes in specific behaviors of individ-
uals—isolated transactions that may not lead to additional changes.
transformational change As part of the Web Mapping approach to REM, partic-
ipants are asked to think about change at three levels. Transformational change is 
the highest level, long-term change involving changes in policy, institutional prac-
tice, or everyday thinking and acting. 
transitional change As part of the Web Mapping approach to REM, participants are 
asked to think about change at three levels. Transitional change is the intermediate 
level, medium-term change involving changes that affect other elements in the 
same process or program.
weB mapping One of the three approaches to REM, Web Mapping examines short-term, 
medium-term, and long-term impacts, and then maps them directly onto butcher 
paper with the seven community capitals listed radially around the edges of the 
mind map. 
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Top Ten Answers to the question
How is program evaluation 
like gardening?
 10. You may find it takes a lot of tending to see fruits emerge.
 9. As you sow, so shall you reap. . . 
 8. It’s dirty, it’s “MESI,” and it’s possible nothing will  
come of it. 
 7. Just when you find yourself knee deep in the mud,  
something beautiful can bloom.
 6. Everyone is looking for the perfect tool, but you  
really just have to get in there and get your hands dirty.
 5. Neither gardeners nor evaluators can make it rain. 
 4. It’s surprising, sometimes dirty, and the  
most important things sometimes happen  
below ground.
 3. Even with careful tending, sometimes you  
need to go through s**t to get fruitful results.
 2. Both help ensure that evaluators are able  
to feed themselves.
 1. Both can bring beauty, order, and nourishment  
to the world.
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The second volume in the Minnesota Evaluation Studies Institute Program Evalu-
ation Series focuses on the emerging evaluation technique of Ripple Effects Mapping 
(REM). This participatory data collection method is designed to capture the impact of 
complex programs and collaborative processes. Well-suited for evaluating group-fo-
cused efforts, Ripple Effects Mapping involves aspects of Appreciative Inquiry, mind 
mapping, facilitated discussion, and qualitative data analysis. As the REM process 
unfolds, the intended and unintended impacts of participant efforts are visually dis-
played in a way that encourages discussion and engagement. Using these visuals, plus 
other graphics, pictures, and real-life examples of how Ripple Effects Mapping has 
been successfully used in multiple settings, this book provides a comprehensive over-
view of REM. Providing an in-depth examination of the origins, elements, and how-to 
of the REM process, the Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping is a step-by-step guide 
to successfully implementing this process with a group, collaboration, or community 
of choice.
P R O G R A M  E V A L U A T I O N  S E R I E S
A Field Guide to Ripple Effects Mapping
Scott Chazdon is an evaluation and research specialist with University of Minnesota Exten-
sion.  He has been conducting REM evaluations for over five years, and has been instrumental 
in creating the “theming and rippling” variation of REM. • Mary Emery is Department Head 
of Sociology and Rural Studies at South Dakota State University. She has been involved with 
evolution of Ripple Mapping over the past decade and in the application of Ripple Map-
ping. • Debra Hansen is an associate professor and county Extension Director with Wash-
ington State University, focusing on Community and Economic Development in rural Stevens 
County.  Debra was one of the original architects of Ripple Effects Mapping. • Lorie Higgins 
is a Community Development Specialist and Rural Sociologist at University of Idaho. Lorie 
has worked with coaches and communities during all three phases and conducted Ripple 
Effects Mapping in Phase II and III. • Rebecca Sero is the Evaluation Specialist for Washington 
State University Extension, responsible for increasing the organization’s capacity to assess the 
effectiveness and efficiency of its programs and services. Rebecca helps conduct and train on 
“in-depth” Ripple Effects Mapping.
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